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ABSTRACT 
 
THE OLDHAM COUNTY LEARNING INSTITUTE:  STRENGTHENING HIGH 
SCHOOL AND MIDDLE SCHOOL TEACHERS’ ABILITIES TO TEACH THEIR 
STUDENTS POWERFUL THINKING STRATEGIES 
 
Lynda Emery Redmon 
 
September 18, 2010 
 
 The Oldham County Learning Institute (OCLI), a 3-day professional development 
experience for teachers, was provided during four sessions spanning two school years.  
The OCLI training focused on three interrelated strands:  thinking strategies – what to do, 
gradual release of responsibility – how to do it, and building a classroom community of 
learners – in what context.   
This study investigated the impact of OCLI on teachers’ instructional practices 
with regard to implementation of the three strands.  Participants were exposed to seven 
research-based thinking strategies: a) monitoring for meaning, b) determining 
importance, c) inferring, d) activating background knowledge, e) visualizing, f) 
questioning, and g) synthesizing.  OCLI participants also observed highly skilled teachers 
actively model the use of thinking strategies and the gradual release of responsibility 
approach in established classroom community environments.  
This mixed methodology study included 133 middle and high school teachers.  
Data were collected on pre- and post-surveys that gathered self-ratings of participating 
teachers’ implementation of the three OCLI strands.  Additional data sources included 
classroom observations, interviews with building principals, and OCLI evaluations.  The 
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results of the data analyses substantiated that OCLI had a significant impact on teachers’ 
instructional practices with regard to implementation of all three OCLI strands.  
 
 
  
x 
 
 
 
 
 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
                                                                                                                             PAGE 
 
DEDICATION .......................................................................................................... iii 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ......................................................................................... v 
ABSTRACT ......................................................................................................... viii 
LIST OF TABLES ................................................................................................... xv 
 
CHAPTER 1 THE PROJECT AND STUDY………. ............................................... 1 
 Introduction…. ..................................................................................................... 1 
 Setting and Author’s Role .................................................................................... 4 
 Definition of Terms.............................................................................................. 6 
 Connecting Thinking Strategies and Comprehension Strategies ......................... 8 
 The Seven Thinking Strategies .......................................................................... 10 
  Determining Importance .............................................................................. 10 
  Synthesizing ................................................................................................. 10 
  Inferring ....................................................................................................... 11 
  Questioning .................................................................................................. 11 
  Activating Background Knowledge ............................................................. 11 
  Visualizing ................................................................................................... 12 
  Monitoring for Meaning .............................................................................. 12 
 The OCLI Project ............................................................................................... 12 
  Overview ...................................................................................................... 12 
  Inception of OCLI ........................................................................................ 13 
xi 
 
  Preparing for the TSI ................................................................................... 14 
  Process of OCLI Development .................................................................... 16 
  OCLI Opening ............................................................................................. 17 
  Monitoring and Adjusting OCLI ................................................................. 18 
  Subsequent OCLI Offerings ........................................................................ 19 
 The OCLI Study ................................................................................................. 20 
  Purpose ......................................................................................................... 20 
  Research Questions ...................................................................................... 21 
  Significance of the Study ............................................................................. 21 
  Limitations of the Study............................................................................... 22 
CHAPTER 2  LITERATURE REVIEW ................................................................. 23 
 Introduction ........................................................................................................ 23 
 Overview of Support for Establishment of OCLI .............................................. 23 
  Literacy and Comprehension ....................................................................... 23 
  21
st
 Century Skills ........................................................................................ 25 
 The Three Strands of OCLI ............................................................................... 27 
  Thinking strategies instruction - What to do................................................ 27 
  Gradual release of responsibility (GRR) - How to do it .............................. 30 
  Building a classroom community - In what context .................................... 32 
 High-Quality Professional Development and Adult Learning Theory .............. 35 
 Connecting Teacher Focus on Thinking Strategies Instruction 
 to Student Achievement ..................................................................................... 37 
 Summary………. ............................................................................................... 40 
CHAPTER 3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY ...................................................... 43 
xii 
 
 Research Design................................................................................................. 43 
 Variables ............................................................................................................ 44 
 Participants ......................................................................................................... 44 
 Instrumentation .................................................................................................. 46 
  Participants’ Pre- and Post-OCLI Surveys .................................................. 46 
   Validity and Reliability .......................................................................... 47 
  OCLI Walk-through Observation Form  ...................................................... 48 
  Unstructured Interviews Around the Themes of OCLI ............................... 50 
  Building a Thinking and Learning Community Evaluation ........................ 51 
 Implementation .................................................................................................. 52 
  Selection of Participants and Preparatory Assignments .............................. 52 
  Pre- and Post-OCLI Survey Administration ................................................ 52 
  OCLI Agenda ............................................................................................... 54 
  OCLI Lab Classroom Observation Sites...................................................... 55 
  OCLI Walk-through Document Implementation ......................................... 56 
 Data Analysis Plan ............................................................................................. 56 
  Participants’ Pre- vs. Participants’ Post- ...................................................... 58 
  Participants’ Written Reflections of OCLI Impact ...................................... 58 
  Participants’ Written Evaluations of OCLI .................................................. 58 
  Administrators’ Observations vs. Participants’ Post- .................................. 59 
  Principals’ Conversations with Researcher ................................................. 59 
  Participants’ Years Experience vs. Post- ..................................................... 59 
  Participants’ Content Area vs. Post- ............................................................ 59 
xiii 
 
  Participants’ School Level vs. Post- ............................................................ 60 
CHAPTER 4  RESULTS/FINDINGS ..................................................................... 61 
 Introduction ........................................................................................................ 61 
 OCLI Effect on Instructional Practices – Research Question #1 ....................... 61 
      Participants’ Pre-OCLI Surveys versus Post-OCLI Surveys ........................ 62 
      Participants’ Written Reflections of OCLI Impact ....................................... 66 
      Participants’ Written Evaluations of OCLI................................................... 72 
      Administrators’ Observations versus Participants’ Post ............................... 77 
      Principals’ Conversations with Researcher .................................................. 79 
 Variance of OCLI Impact Across Teacher Characteristics – Research 
 Question #2 ........................................................................................................ 81 
      Participants’ Years Experience versus Post-Surveys .................................... 81 
      Participants’ Content Area versus Post-Surveys........................................... 82 
      Participants’ School Level versus Post-Surveys ........................................... 84 
 Summary ............................................................................................................ 85 
CHAPTER 5  DISCUSSION ................................................................................... 87 
 Introduction ........................................................................................................ 87 
 Research Findings and Conclusions .................................................................. 87 
      Research Question #1 ................................................................................... 87 
      Research Question #2 ................................................................................... 94 
            Years Experience .................................................................................... 94 
           Content Area ............................................................................................ 95 
           School Level (high versus middle school) ................................................ 96 
xiv 
 
 General Implications of the OCLI Study ........................................................... 97 
 Plausible Threats to Validity .............................................................................. 98 
 Recommendations for Future Research ........................................................... 100 
 Researcher’s Concluding Thoughts ................................................................. 101 
REFERENCES ...................................................................................................... 104 
APPENDICES ....................................................................................................... 115 
CURRICULUM VITAE ........................................................................................ 123 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
xv 
 
 
 
 
LIST OF TABLES 
 
TABLE          PAGE 
3.1    Classroom Teacher Participants by Session, Content and School  
         Level (Middle School/High School) .........................................................................45 
 
3.2    Participants’ Years Experience by Content Area......................................................46 
 
3.3    Data Analysis Plan ....................................................................................................57  
 
4.1    Comparing Teachers’ (n=65) Frequency of Implementation Pre-OCLI and Several     
         Months Post OCLI by Highest Class Use and Lowest Class Use ............................66 
 
4.2    Example of Coding Process for Open-Ended Question about Impact of 
         OCLI .........................................................................................................................68 
 
4.3    Occurrences of Identified Themes in Post-Survey’s Written Reflections of 
         OCLI .........................................................................................................................71 
 
4.4    Example of Coding Process for Question #1 – Building a Thinking and Learning  
         Community Evaluation .............................................................................................73 
 
4.5    Example of Coding Process for Question #2 – Building a Thinking and Learning 
         Community Evaluation .............................................................................................74 
 
4.6    Occurrences of Identified Themes in Responses to Questions #1 and #2 – Building  
         a Thinking and Learning Community Evaluation ....................................................76 
 
4.7    Frequency of Use of OCLI Components Disaggregated by Years Experience ........81 
 
4.8    Frequency of Implementation Ratings by Content Areas and OCLI Component ....83 
 
4.9    Comparison of Frequency of Implementation by Content Area ...............................84 
 
 
1 
 
 
 
 
CHAPTER 1 – THE PROJECT AND STUDY 
Introduction 
 For over three decades, educational researchers have studied instructional 
strategies and programs in search of the best method to improve student achievement in 
low-performing schools or to increase achievement in specific student populations such 
as at-risk, low socio-economic, English Language Learners (ELL), or disabled students 
(Anderson, 1991; Boulware-Gooden, 2007; Dole, Brown & Trathen, 1996; Duffy, 1993; 
Duffy & Hoffman, 1999; Hilden & Pressley, 2007; Pearson, Dole, Duffy & Roehler, 
1992; Pressley, 1976).  However, few researchers have focused on how to improve 
student achievement in an already high-performing school or district.  The Oldham 
County Learning Institute (OCLI) study will help address that void, and the Oldham 
County School District (OCSD), which consistently ranks among Kentucky’s top districts 
on state assessment scores, provided an appropriate setting for the OCLI project.  
Many experts agree that to raise student achievement, the best investment a 
school district can make is to provide high quality, relevant professional development for 
their teachers (Darling-Hammond, 1999; Dole, 2003; National Reading Panel, 2000).  
The OCSD Superintendent and the Oldham County Board of Education (OCBE) set a 
district goal of improving student achievement through actions that address the 21
st
 
Century Student Learning Outcomes (Oldham County Board of Education, 2010).  OCLI, 
a 3-day professional development project, was created by a team of educators from East 
Oldham Middle School (EOMS) in an effort to improve student achievement by 
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providing teachers instructional strategies and approaches that encourage students to use 
and develop the essential skills needed for the 21
st
 century.  The OCBE (2010) supported 
the development and subsequent expansion of OCLI as a district initiative since OCLI 
corresponded well with their published 21
st
 Century Students Learning Outcomes of:  1) 
critical thinking and problem solving, 2) communication, 3) creativity and innovation, 4) 
media and technology, and 5) leadership.  Although the OCLI project did not formally 
address student outcomes of media, technology or leadership, the OCLI agenda heavily 
focused on critical thinking, problem solving, communication, collaboration, creativity, 
and innovation.  OCLI was delivered to selected OCSD middle and high school teachers 
during four sessions spanning two school years (2008-09 and 2009-10). 
The foundational structure of the OCLI project came from the Thinking Strategies 
Institute (TSI) developed by the Public Education & Business Coalition (PEBC) in 
Denver, Colorado.  The PEBC has become nationally known for their professional 
development seminars that focus on the same seven thinking strategies that guided the 
work of OCLI.  Those seven strategies are: monitoring for meaning, activating 
background knowledge, questioning, drawing inferences, determining importance, 
synthesizing and visualizing.  The TSI is offered for four days to teachers across the 
United States.  Prior to the establishment of OCLI, eight faculty members from EOMS 
attended the TSI to gather ideas for the development of OCLI.  (The inception of the 
OCLI project will be detailed later in this chapter.)   
At OCLI, in addition to the seven thinking strategies, participants also explored 
the gradual release of responsibility (GRR) instructional model while deepening their 
understanding of the importance of building a positive learning community that includes 
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both rigor and support.  These three strands - thinking strategies, GRR, and building a 
classroom community - are the central ideas addressed at OCLI.  These strands are 
interrelated to provide a cohesive professional development institute by answering the 
questions of what to do (thinking strategy instruction), how to do it (GRR) and in what 
context (classroom community building).  
Although the OCLI project was designed to ultimately improve student 
achievement and provide students with essential skills (critical thinking, problem solving, 
creativity, innovation, communication and collaboration) needed for success in the 21
st
 
century (Jerald, 2009; Matsushima, 2009; Partnership for 21
st
 Century Schools, 2008), 
the OCLI project did not directly involve students.  However, results of evaluative studies 
of the TSI (Connors, Nearing & Walter, 2006) provided reason to believe that if OCLI 
had a significant, positive influence on teachers’ instructional practices, the ultimate 
objective of realizing a significant, positive impact on student achievement might also 
become a reality.  
The goals of the OCLI project were to:  1) provide teachers with the knowledge of 
specific instructional strategies that promote the development of the aforementioned 21
st
 
century student outcomes, 2) provide teachers the opportunity to observe active 
classroom models of strategy instruction and GRR in an established classroom 
community, and 3) provide a network of collegial support for teachers as they 
experimented with the transfer of the OCLI experience to implementation in the 
classroom.   
 The OCLI study – which is documented in this report - was designed to measure 
the impact of the intervention (OCLI) on teachers’ instructional practices with regard to 
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implementation of the three interrelated strands:  1) thinking strategies, 2) GRR, and 3) 
building a classroom community of learners.  The purpose and significance of the OCLI 
study are further detailed later in this chapter. 
Setting and Author’s Role 
 The OCSD, located northeast of Louisville, Kentucky, includes three high 
schools, four middle schools and ten elementary schools.  Comparison of the 2008-09 
Kentucky Core Content Test (KCCT) Academic Indices for Kentucky school districts 
reflects that the OCSD, a public school district, ranks 6
th
 of 149 districts, only behind five 
independent Kentucky school districts (Schooldigger, 2010).   
Oldham County schools have steadily grown in enrollment since the mid-1970’s 
as families gravitated to the county just outside Louisville.  According to the OCSD’s 
Director of Pupil Personnel, the 2009-10 enrollment in Oldham County schools included 
11,727 students, which reflects an increase of 60% since 1990.  Since 2008, poor 
economic conditions have slowed the previously fast-paced growth of Oldham County; 
however the Director of Pupil Personnel still projects an increase to over 15,000 students 
by the year 2015 (M. Williams, personal communication, January 10, 2010). 
 In an effort to stay ahead of the population growth, the OCBE planned for the 
construction of a fourth middle school, East Oldham Middle School (EOMS) which 
opened in August 2005.  I was principal of EOMS on opening day and continue to serve 
in that position today.  Since opening in 2005, EOMS has consistently ranked among the 
top public middle schools in Kentucky, based on KCCT Academic Indices, and has 
consistently increased its Academic Index every year.  EOMS reached its 2014 Goal of 
Proficiency - 100 on the Academic Index - in 2007, 2008 and 2009 and was awarded the 
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Banner of Proficiency by the Kentucky Department of Education.  In 2009, EOMS 
ranked 3
rd
 out of 308 Kentucky middle schools based on the most recent KCCT 
Academic Indices (Kentucky Association of School Councils, 2009).  As principal of 
EOMS, I am pleased with such academic achievements; however I am also challenged to 
continue the improvement in student achievement that has become our pattern since 
opening the doors.  
In the OCSD, expectations are clear.  Members of the OCBE and the 
Superintendent of the OCSD expect continuous improvement in the schools’ state 
assessment scores.  Although OCSD schools are not expected to post huge leaps in test 
scores every year; annual, small, positive progression in the overall state standardized test 
scores remains an important consideration for all educational stakeholders in Oldham 
County.  Therefore, a challenge encountered at EOMS, as well as the rest of the OCSD, is 
how to continue to raise already high standardized test scores and prepare students with 
the 21
st
 century skills needed to be successful.   
After hearing excellent feedback about the TSI from several OCSD educators 
who had participated, I determined that a locally-provided, similar institute might assist 
in addressing our challenge at EOMS and the OCSD.  Thus I initiated the development of 
the OCLI project, a professional development experience that incorporated principles of 
adult learning theory and involved pragmatic thinking skills training for teachers, 
including the opportunity to spend time in a classroom observing highly-skilled teachers, 
pre-and post-observation briefings, small and large group learning, reflection and 
planning sessions.  
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Definition of Terms   
The following key terms will benefit the reader in further understanding OCLI 
and this capstone project report: 
Classroom Community - Attributes that contribute to a safe, welcoming learning 
environment in the classroom.  For the purpose of this study, those attributes are defined 
as positive relationships, student ownership, classroom rituals and routines, opportunities 
for students to share their thinking, time for students to practice communicating, access to 
books and libraries, class discussions about topics of interest to students, and positive 
physical characteristics of a classroom such as displays of student work, information 
regarding expectations, and visible evidence of student thinking. 
Exceptional Child Education (ECE):  Special Education classes as identified by 
the federal government’s Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).  
Gradual Release of Responsibility (GRR): An instructional delivery approach that 
moves responsibility from the teacher to the student; including teacher modeling, guided 
practice, collaborative practice, and independent practice.  
Kentucky Core Content Test (KCCT): The standardized state assessment given to 
Kentucky students to assess mastery of the Kentucky Core Content for Assessment as 
well as students’ higher order thinking and communication skills (Kentucky Department 
of Education, 2009). 
Lab Classroom:  A classroom where a literacy coach and a classroom teacher 
(Lab Classroom Host) work collaboratively to assure implementation of best instructional 
practices.  OCLI participants are invited to observe in Lab Classrooms.  
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Lead Teacher: A certified teacher identified by his/her building administrators as 
a curriculum and instructional leader in a specific content area – mathematics, science, 
social studies, language arts, PE/health, art or music. 
OCLI Planning Team: A group of four Oldham County educators:  two literacy 
coaches (one middle school and one high school), an assistant superintendent and me (the 
principal of East Oldham Middle School).  This team was responsible for planning, 
developing, implementing and revising OCLI.  
Oldham County Learning Institute (OCLI): A professional development institute 
developed and implemented to improve teachers’ instructional practices with regard to 
implementation of thinking strategies instruction, gradual release of responsibility, and 
community building attributes. 
Professional Learning Communities (PLC) -  Structured groups of similar content 
educators who work together in planning instruction, observing each other's classrooms, 
developing common assessments, analyzing student work, sharing feedback, and acting 
on what they learn from each other.  
Related Arts – Classes other than language arts, mathematics, science and social 
studies.  Related arts classes include: art, humanities, computer skills, music, practical 
living, drama, and physical education. 
Thinking Strategies – Seven cognitive strategies emphasized at TSI and OCLI: 
monitoring for meaning, activating background knowledge, questioning, visualizing, 
inferring, determining importance and synthesizing.  
Thinking Strategies Institute (TSI) – A four-day professional development 
institute that provided the initial model for OCLI.   
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Connecting Thinking Strategies and Comprehension Strategies 
According to researchers Fielding and Pearson (1994), “Reading comprehension 
has evolved from teaching decoding of texts to teaching inferential and evaluative 
thinking” (p.62).  Reading comprehension has often been defined by educators and 
researchers as a cognitive process of constructing meaning from words (Harvey & 
Goudvis, 2000).  Harris and Hodges (1995) defined comprehension as intentional 
thinking during which meaning is constructed through interactions between text and 
reader.  This view was furthered by the National Reading Panel (2000) which reported 
that comprehension resides in the thinking processes of a reader that occur during an 
interchange with a text.  Harvey and Goudvis (2000) alleged that the primary goal of 
comprehension instruction is to get readers to think when they read and to develop an 
awareness of their thinking.  Readers derive meaning from text when they engage in 
intentional, problem solving thinking processes.   
The PEBC (2004) claimed that reading comprehension strategies are in reality 
thinking strategies known to be used by highly-skilled readers to retain information they 
encounter in written form.  The seven reading comprehension strategies (monitoring for 
meaning, activating background knowledge, questioning, visualizing, inferring, 
determining importance and synthesizing) used at TSI and OCLI are equally relevant to 
content areas other than language arts, and to help teachers and others understand the 
applicability to their particular content area, the phrase thinking strategies was used by 
the staff developers at PEBC to communicate this inclusiveness.  
More recently, a phone conversation with Judy Hendricks, Project Director for 
PEBC, revealed that the initial research supporting the TSI was based solely on reading 
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comprehension; however PEBC staff developers quickly discovered that the use of these 
strategies was much “bigger than just reading” (J. Hendricks, personal communication, 
June 16, 2009).  Hendricks reported that students used these same comprehension 
strategies when they were writing or taking tests or analyzing a mathematics problem. 
Therefore in an effort to motivate and encourage teachers of all disciplines to engage in 
the teaching of these strategies, staff developers at the PEBC modified the phrase from 
reading comprehension strategies to thinking strategies.  Hence, the research regarding 
reading comprehension strategies is also relevant for thinking strategies.   
Since some form of written material can be found in every classroom (textbooks, 
instruction manuals, lab reports, etc.) reading comprehension is crucial to all classroom 
instruction.  However, content teachers have too long considered the teaching of reading 
comprehension to be the responsibility of language arts teachers.  In the book, Do I 
Really Have to Teach Reading, Tovani (2004) posited that content-area teachers are 
extremely resistant to teaching reading.  However, instead of thinking of this work as 
teaching content-area reading, Tovani preferred to think of it as teaching explicit thinking 
strategies that allowed students to remember and reuse the information we ask them to 
read.  Tovani suggested that a degree in reading is not necessary to help students become 
better readers.  Teachers only need to be passionate readers about what they teach and 
model how good readers read (Tovani, 2000).  There can be little question that content 
teachers would support the idea of teaching thinking over teaching reading 
comprehension.  The terms comprehension strategies and thinking strategies are used 
interchangeably in this capstone project report.  
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The Seven Thinking Strategies 
 Although somewhat different terminology is used, research has shown the 
following seven thinking strategies to be effective in improving students’ comprehension 
of text (Dole, Brown & Trathen, 1996; Dole, Duffy, Roehler & Pearson, 1991; Duffy, 
2002; Duke & Pearson, 2002; National Reading Panel, 2000; Paris, Wasik & Turner, 
1991; Pearson, Dole, Duffy & Roehler, 1992).  These seven strategies are promoted at 
TSI and OCLI. 
Determining importance.  The strategy of determining importance involves 
distinguishing between important information versus what is interesting but not necessary 
for understanding (Harvey & Goudvis, 2000).  This strategy encompasses teaching 
students to identify the main idea, determine what the author considers important, and 
recognize the theme of a text.  By noticing specific text features, i.e. boldfaced words, 
titles, section headings, captions, graphs, and other visual information, students are able 
to key into the important information contained in a text (Tovani, 2000).  
Synthesizing.  Synthesizing, often referred to as summarizing, is pulling together 
the important information in large units of texts.  Key to effective synthesis is a student’s 
ability to summarize the big idea in their own words.  The Wisconsin Literacy Education 
and Reading Network Source (2010) suggests that synthesizing is the culmination of five 
thinking strategies:  inferring, activating background knowledge, visualizing, questioning, 
and determining importance.  Retelling and paraphrasing what a student has read (orally 
or in writing), is an important, yet difficult, step in teaching the synthesizing strategy 
(Brown & Day, 1983).  When synthesizing, students draw conclusions, form 
generalizations, and make comparisons across texts.   
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Inferring.  Inferring involves reading between the lines and has been described 
by some researchers as the heart of the reading process (Anderson & Pearson, 1984).  
This strategy allows students to use their own knowledge, along with information from 
the text, to draw conclusions, make predictions, or identify underlying themes to create 
meaning from the text (Harvey & Goudvis, 2000).  Students can be taught how to use text 
features and visuals (illustrations, graphs, etc.) combined with their background 
knowledge to make inferences.  Researchers have discovered that readers improve their 
abilities to construct meaning from text when they are taught how to make inferences 
(Hansen, 1981; Hansen & Pearson, 1983; Raphael & Wonnacott, 1985).   
Questioning.  Questioning is a strategy where students generate their own 
questions to be answered as they read.  Palincsar and Brown (1985) demonstrated how 
effective student-generated questions can be in helping students improve their abilities to 
construct meaning.  Questioning can be used for many purposes, including setting a 
purpose for reading, monitoring comprehension, clarifying meaning and extending 
understanding.  The process of generating questions leads to deeper levels of text 
processing (Pearson, Dole, Duffy & Roehler, 1992). 
Activating background knowledge.  Activating background knowledge, or 
schema, is the connection made between a reader’s experiences and the text.  New 
information is learned by linking the information to prior knowledge or by situating new 
information within the context of something previously known.  “If readers have nothing 
to hook new information to, it’s pretty hard to construct meaning.” (Harvey & Goudvis, 
2007, p. 92). 
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Visualizing.  Visualizing, or using sensory imaging, is the process where students 
create images based on what they read.  Readers create a movie in their mind while they 
read.  These images might involve any or all of the five senses and might change over 
time as a student becomes more deeply involved with a text.  The mind movie helps a 
reader understand and remember the text.  Although this strategy is often thought of as 
effective in terms of fiction reading, it is equally as important with nonfiction text 
(Harvey & Goudvis, 2000; McLaughlin & Allen, 2002).   
Monitoring for meaning.  Monitoring for meaning, often referred to as fix-up 
strategies, is the process of readers being aware when a text is not making sense and 
having some means for overcoming the problem.  Strategic thinkers are able to recognize 
problems in their understanding and correct those problems as they occur.  Monitoring 
for meaning is an umbrella strategy, one that good readers use constantly, and one under 
which all the other strategies fall.  Researchers have found that teaching students to 
monitor their reading improves their abilities to construct meaning (Palincsar & Brown, 
1984, 1985; Paris, Wasik, & Turner, 1991).   
The OCLI Project 
To better understand the OCLI study, one first needs to understand the OCLI 
project.  The next section describes the OCLI project from inception through 
development and expansion to date. 
 Overview.  As earlier mentioned, OCLI was modeled after the foundational 
framework of the TSI.  During the first day at the TSI, teachers gained exposure to the 
previously described seven thinking strategies:  a) determining importance, b) 
synthesizing, c) inferring, d) questioning, e) activating background knowledge, f) 
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visualizing, and g) monitoring for meaning.  On the second and third days, participants 
observed exemplary teachers in action, and then discussed their observations with a TSI 
staff developer.  On the fourth day, participants were given time to discuss strategies for 
implementation at their own schools.  
In comparison, training provided at OCLI focused on three interrelated strands:  
thinking strategies – what to do, gradual release of responsibility (GRR) – how to do it, 
and building a classroom community of learners – in what context.  On the first day, 
participants were exposed to the same seven thinking strategies introduced at the TSI.  
Based primarily on the work of Pearson, Dole, Duffy and Roehler (1992), the seven 
thinking strategies were identified as ones that proficient readers use to make meaning 
from text.  On day one, OCLI trainers explained and modeled the thinking strategies 
using the GRR approach – an instructional method where the teacher gradually releases 
responsibility of the learning to the student through a series of intentional steps.   
On the second and third days, OCLI participants observed highly-skilled teachers 
actively model the use of thinking strategies and GRR in established classroom 
community environments.  Following the observations, participants reflected on the 
experience, discussed questions with OCLI trainers and the observed teachers, and met 
with their building administrators to determine possible next steps of implementation at 
the building level.  
Inception of OCLI.  In 2005, the Superintendent of OCSD and members of the 
OCBE determined that Oldham County schools would focus on three areas of instruction: 
1) a guaranteed and viable curriculum, 2) professional learning communities, and 3) 
literacy.  As part of the literacy focus, the OCBE agreed to hire a literacy coach for each 
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school beginning with the 2006-07 school year.  Based on an enthusiastic review from an 
elementary literacy coach who had previously attended and implemented the strategies 
presented at the TSI, the OCBE agreed to send each of the newly-hired literacy coaches 
to the TSI as part of their professional development plan.   
The literacy coach at EOMS attended TSI in May 2007.  She was so impressed 
with what she heard, observed and experienced in Denver, she was emphatic about the 
need for EOMS to send Lead Teachers to the TSI.  However, EOMS did not have 
sufficient professional development funds available to support the expense.  Instead, I 
approached the Superintendent of OCSD and made a proposal.  If he and the OCBE 
would financially support EOMS’s efforts to get our Lead Teachers and administrators to 
Denver, our EOMS team would create and implement an Oldham County institute similar 
to the TSI.  After negotiating the funding details with the Superintendent, EOMS sent 
eight staff members to the TSI in January 2008 – five Lead Teachers (one from 
mathematics, language arts, science, social studies and art), two administrators and our 
literacy coach.  Consequently, the Oldham County Learning Institute, an OCSD 
initiative, was built from the collective experiences of this group. 
Preparing for the TSI.  In preparation for the TSI, each of the OCSD 
representatives read Strategies That Work (Harvey & Goudvis, 2000).  This book 
provided foundational knowledge of the seven thinking strategies which were to be the 
focus of the TSI.  Although this reading was not required by the staff developers at TSI, it 
helped us better comprehend and understand the goals of the TSI and gave us the 
background knowledge that helped us become active learners during the institute.  This 
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positive advantage provided by the pre-reading encouraged us to make Strategies That 
Work a required pre-reading at OCLI. 
Each teacher, coach and administrator from EOMS had a particular lens through 
which he or she observed the institute.  The lead teachers looked for specific ways to set 
up their classrooms to incorporate thinking strategies into their lessons.  As they attended 
sessions at the TSI in Denver, typical questions they were constantly considering were 
ones such as: What routines were evident in the Lab Classrooms? How did he/she 
facilitate the learning? How was the classroom community established and fostered?  
How was the room physically set up?   
The EOMS literacy coach, attending the TSI for a second time, watched the TSI 
facilitators more closely since her role at the local OCLI would be the main facilitator. 
Our literacy coach concentrated on finding the answers to:  How did TSI staff developers 
introduce the strategies?  How much time did they allow for the group work?  How did 
they gradually release the responsibility of learning to the participants?  How could 
EOMS implement and improve at OCLI what the TSI offered?   
Lastly, the two EOMS administrators attending TSI focused on the logistics of the 
TSI to determine needs such as space, materials, food, transportation, accommodations, 
time allocation, etc.  Questions on which administrators were focused included:  Where 
will we hold the learning sessions?  What space do we have that is large enough?  How 
many observers can we accommodate in a classroom?  How much time is needed to 
transport from the classroom observations at the school to the learning center?  
How/when do we provide meals?  What materials are essential and therefore need to be 
provided to the participants?  What costs are involved?    
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Each evening in Denver, the EOMS team would meet and debrief to devise and 
discuss possible solutions to the issues and questions that arose for each individual.  By 
the time we arrived back in Oldham County, we had our next steps planned. 
Process of OCLI development.  From January 2008 to June 2008, the OCLI 
Planning Team held several planning meetings and built the framework for OCLI.  The 
following foundational elements were established: 
 OCLI would be a 3-day institute; one full and two half-days of instruction plus 
two half-days of Lab Classroom observations.  (Since OCSD provided substitutes 
for participating teachers, the limited OCLI budget necessitated a shorter institute 
than the TSI.) 
 The inaugural OCLI would be scheduled for October 2008.  This allowed the 
Lead Teachers time at the beginning of the 2008-09 school year to establish their 
classroom communities, practice thinking strategy instruction and utilize GRR.  
 Four Lab Classrooms would be established at EOMS for observation during the 
pilot offering of OCLI, one in mathematics, science, social studies and language 
arts.   
 The number of participants would be limited to 48 educators which equated to 
twelve observers in each Lab Classroom.  Any more than twelve would cause an 
overcrowded and uncomfortable physical setting in the classrooms. 
 The instructional sessions of OCLI would be held at a central location, the 
Oldham County Arts Center.  
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 OCLI would focus on three inter-related strands of instruction – thinking 
strategies instruction -what to do, GRR - how to do it, and building a classroom 
community of learners - in what context.  
Based on the above foundational elements, each of the three role groups who 
attended TSI in January 2008 (administrators, Lead Teachers and literacy coach) 
accepted responsibilities to ensure the success of OCLI.  The administrators (the 
Assistant Superintendent, Assistant Principal and I) were responsible for promoting 
OCLI, meeting with other school and OCSD administrators and making presentations at a 
variety of meetings (Oldham County Board of Education, Site-Based Decision-Making 
and Community Council meetings).  Administrators also accepted responsibility for the 
provision of food, space and materials for OCLI participants. The Lead Teachers (who 
would fill the role of OCLI Lab Hosts) established rituals and routines of community 
building in their classrooms while experimenting with explicit strategy instruction.  The 
Lead Teachers consistently met as a group to collaborate, share, and reflect on successes 
and failures.  The literacy coach recruited the coaches at the other three middle schools in 
the OCSD and trained them to become facilitators for the October 2008 OCLI.  Each 
literacy coach was assigned to a Lab Classroom at EOMS and would be responsible for 
facilitating the pre- and post-observation discussions during OCLI.  Within a month after 
our return from the TSI, each middle school literacy coach was making weekly visits to 
their assigned Lab Classroom at EOMS in order to build a relationship with the lab 
teacher and become familiar with the Lab Classroom environment.  
OCLI opening.  As scheduled by the OCLI Planning Team, OCLI was launched 
October 7, 2008.  Fifty-one middle school and district educators arrived at the Oldham 
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County Arts Center (thirty-one teachers, four principals, three assistant principals, eight 
literacy coaches and five central office personnel).  The instructional session began at 
8:30am and included several small-group interactions as well as large-group discussions 
about thinking strategy instruction, GRR and classroom community building.  Each 
participant was provided a binder of resources supporting each of the three strands, as 
well as a composition notebook for writing reflections, taking notes or capturing thoughts 
during the three-day OCLI. 
Although the TSI provided a model on which to build OCLI, the OCLI Planning 
Team customized OCLI to provide a more rigorous and beneficial experience for OCSD 
educators.  Unlike the TSI, OCLI participants were expected to read Strategies That 
Work and collaborate with the in-house literacy coach to learn more about the thinking 
strategies prior to attending OCLI.  Consequently, the attending teachers were active 
participants, not just observers and listeners.  Additionally, our facilitators were 
transparent in their use of the GRR model and in the importance of building community, 
two elements not heavily promoted at the TSI.  At the TSI, participants were often the 
only individuals from a particular school or district and therefore returned to the 
classroom without collegial support.  Each Oldham County school sent a team of 
educators to OCLI, therefore participants returned to their schools with an established 
community of collegial support.  After attending OCLI, participants were coached by 
school-based literacy coaches trained in instructional methods that promoted thinking, 
GRR and building community. 
Monitoring and adjusting OCLI.  To assure that OCLI was meeting the needs 
of participating teachers, opportunities were constantly sought to improve the institute.  
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At the conclusion of day three of the initial OCLI (October 2008), participants were 
asked to complete a short evaluation about what they found beneficial from their OCLI 
experience, how they planned to use their learning, how the institute could be improved, 
and what additional assistance they would like.  The evaluations were reviewed by the 
OCLI Planning Team who used the feedback from the participants to make revisions and 
improvements to subsequent institutes.  None of the suggestions were of major 
significance; however surface revisions, such as adding color to the PowerPoint 
presentation slides, were considered when preparing for the next OCLI. 
Subsequent OCLI offerings.  Since the first session of OCLI, three additional 
sessions of OCLI have been implemented - one in February 2009, September 2009, and 
November 2009.  The February session was a replication of the initial institute, utilizing 
virtually the same format and Lab Classrooms at EOMS.  However, the Planning Team 
agreed that it would be beneficial to spread the Lab Classrooms throughout the county.  
The middle school literacy coaches started identifying, cultivating, and transforming 
some of the original OCLI attendees into efficient and effective Lab Classroom Hosts.  
During the 2009-10 school year, OCLI observations (September & November 2009) were 
divided among all four Oldham County middle schools - East Oldham, South Oldham, 
North Oldham and Oldham County Middle School.  Each school hosted a separate 
content area to observe and used their own literacy coach to facilitate the pre- and post-
observation briefings.  
The ultimate goal of this expansion was to create a varied menu of OCLI Lab 
Classrooms from which to choose, as it was not reasonable to think that teachers, 
positions, subjects and schedules would remain constant.  By training and preparing a 
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cluster of teachers in each content area, OCLI could continue to regenerate and sustain 
impact over a longer period of time.  The expansion to other OCSD schools also 
emphasized OCLI as a district initiative instead of a project centered in one particular 
school. 
As of this writing, OCLI continues to expand in Oldham County.  Two full OCLI 
sessions are scheduled for the 2010-11 school year, and high school Lab Classrooms have 
been prepared and added.  In the past, only middle school classrooms were used as Lab 
Classrooms.  Additionally, follow-up sessions (OCLI Connection) are planned for 
teachers who previously attended OCLI.  These half-day sessions are designed to help 
sustain the OCLI focus in the classroom by allowing teachers time to meet with same 
content teachers, county-wide, to share their successes, discuss their concerns and ask 
questions that may not have been apparent when originally attending OCLI. 
OCLI Study 
Purpose.  As previously mentioned, the purpose of the OCLI project was to 
provide effective, high-quality professional development to teachers that ultimately 
would improve student achievement, especially for the large percentage of students 
already achieving at relatively high levels as documented by state test scores.  However, 
the immediate, measureable impact of OCLI was manifested in teacher measures and not 
student measures.  Therefore, the purpose of the OCLI study was to examine the impact 
of OCLI on teachers’ instructional practices.  Improved state standardized assessment 
results may likely be a lagging indicator of the OCLI project since students’ strengthened 
use of thinking strategies may not immediately be reflected on assessment responses.  As 
students practice strategies, use of the procedures gradually becomes self-regulated, but 
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this self-regulation can require as much as a year or two of strategy instruction to produce 
gains on standardized testing (Hilden & Pressley, 2007).  Due to time constraints of this 
capstone project, this study will restrict its focus to the impact of OCLI on teachers’ 
instructional practices. 
Research questions.  The research questions I propose to answer in this capstone 
project are:   
1. What effect, if any, did OCLI have on participating teachers’ instructional 
practices with regard to implementation of the seven thinking strategies, gradual 
release of responsibility and building community in their classrooms?   
2.  How did OCLI effects vary across teacher characteristics – years experience, 
content area and school level (high vs. middle)? 
Significance of the study.  The findings of this study will be useful to school and 
district administrators in the OCSD to determine whether or not OCLI served to 
positively impact teachers’ instructional practices in the classroom, and thus whether it 
was a worthwhile investment of teachers’ time and district funds.  Since OCLI has 
become a district-wide initiative of the OCSD, the findings will also provide data to 
OCLI planners to suggest modifications and improvements to future institutes.  The 
findings of this study might be useful to other high-performing school district 
administrators who are interested in providing meaningful, embedded professional 
development opportunities that directly impact teachers’ instructional practices and 
subsequently improve student achievement.  
The results of the OCLI study could also be beneficial to university administrators 
interested in reforming teacher preparation programs.  Schools of education could 
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integrate the OCLI strands into the course structure for pre-service teacher education 
programs thereby providing the field of education teachers who are equipped to prepare 
the next generation of learners with the strategies necessary to succeed in an ever-
changing world. 
Limitations of the study.  A pure control group was not possible for this research 
since many teachers throughout the county had been exposed to the thinking strategies, 
GRR and community building activities through their in-house literacy coaches, modeled 
practice and suggested readings prior to attending OCLI.   
 Additionally, this study was limited to the OCSD and cannot be generalized to all 
public school settings.  According to 2005 U.S. Census information, Oldham County is 
the most affluent county in Kentucky with a median household income of approximately 
$70,170 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2005).  Statistics published by the OCSD include a 96% 
attendance rate and only 17% of the student population identified as free and reduced 
lunch recipients.  This compares to statewide percentages of 94% attendance rate with 
55% of the student population identified as free and reduced (Kentucky Department of 
Education, 2010).  The extent to which the results of this study can be generalized to 
districts (or schools) not parallel in demographics may be limited, and yet those districts 
(or schools) with similar demographics might greatly benefit by the results. 
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CHAPTER 2 – REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 
Introduction 
The OCLI study addressed the impact of the OCLI project on teachers’ 
instructional practices with regard to implementation of the three OCLI strands:  thinking 
strategies, GRR and classroom community.  The purpose of this chapter is to present 
research supporting the relevance of the OCLI project and study.  The chapter has been 
organized into four major sections.  The first section provides an overview of support for 
the establishment of the OCLI project and substantiates the focus of OCLI.  The second 
section presents the research that supports each of the OCLI project strands:  thinking 
strategies, GRR and building classroom community.  The third section provides a brief 
review of what research has to say about principles of high-quality professional 
development and adult learning theory.  The chapter concludes with research that 
supports a connection between thinking strategy instruction and student achievement. 
Overview of Support for Establishment of OCLI 
 Literacy and comprehension.  Since 1996, Jack Cassidy, former president of the 
International Reading Association, and his colleagues have annually compiled a list of 
literacy hot topics based on oral interviews with numerous, highly-acclaimed literacy 
leaders.  Many of their What’s Hot listings have been published in widely read journals 
such as Reading Today and Educational Leadership.  Each year, literacy leaders 
reviewed the previous year’s topic list and determined if modifications, additions and 
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deletions were needed based on the level of attention the topic was currently receiving in 
the realm of education.  Twenty-five literacy leaders were then surveyed to determine 
which of the identified topics were currently hot or not hot.  According to Cassidy, 
Garrett and Barrera (2008) adolescent literacy has been considered a hot topic since 2001.  
However, in 2006, adolescent literacy jumped to the number one extremely hot subject.  
Cassidy et al. contend that this leap to number one was due to the emphasis on the 
striving readers’ initiative of the No Child Left Behind federal legislation.  Regardless of 
the reason, adolescent literacy is a hot topic that deserves considerable attention, 
especially in the area of professional development (Cotton, 1991).  In the 2010 What’s 
Hot listing, adolescent literacy still remained as one of the hottest literacy topics (Cassidy 
& Cassidy, 2010).  
The subject of comprehension, which was identified as a topic of interest on the 
Cassidy list all fourteen years, did not receive a high ranking as a hot topic - and, in fact, 
was even considered cold - until 2003 when it became identified as hot by a huge 
majority of respondents, and marked as should be hot by all experts interviewed.  In the 
most recent 2010 What’s Hot listing, comprehension still remained as one of the very hot 
to extremely hot topics based on the surveys completed by literacy leaders throughout the 
United States.  The fever surrounding the topic of comprehension is further evidenced by 
the fact that educational journals are featuring themed issues on comprehension 
instruction (Cassidy & Cassidy, 2010; Cassidy, Garrett & Barrera, 2008).   
Although adolescent literacy and comprehension are considered hot topics, the 
most important factor in student achievement is having highly effective teachers in the 
classroom (Duffy & Hoffman, 1999).  “The quality of an education system cannot exceed 
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the quality of its teachers” (Barber & Mourshed, 2007, p. 16), and it becomes the 
challenge of our schools and districts to continue the job that colleges of education have 
begun.   
21
st
 century skills.  Trends in technology have been reforming human life in one 
way or another for thousands of years.  The pace of technological change in the 20
th
 
century is very rapid, and computers are quickly replacing humans in performing routine 
tasks that require the rote following of directions or rules.  Concurrently, employees are 
being asked to perform more critical thinking tasks that computers cannot perform, such 
as those that involve complex interactions with other humans or that require solving 
unexpected problems using expert thinking skills (Jerald, 2009; Jolly, 2006; Partnership 
for 21
st
 Century Skills, 2008).   
In 2006, The Conference Board, Corporate Voices for Working Families, the 
Partnership for 21
st
 Century Skills and the Society for Human Resource Management 
conducted an in-depth survey of 431 employers representing over two million U.S. 
employees.  Survey questions explored the corporate perspective on the readiness of new 
applicants by level of educational attainment.  Seventy percent of employers reported that 
high school graduates were deficient in critical thinking and problem solving skills.  
These applied skills of critical thinking and problem solving also ranked number one 
when respondents were asked to indicate how the importance of knowledge and skill 
areas would increase over the next five years (Conference Board, 2006).  Findings such 
as these have prompted education reformers to argue that a traditional curriculum is not 
sufficient.  Schools need to provide students with a broader set of 21
st
 century skills 
(Jerald, 2009; Jolly, 2006, Matsushima, 2010).  
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To prepare students for this shift in emphasis, the role of educators also needs to 
change.  Teachers need to shift focus from being a funnel of knowledge to being an 
expert of cognitive strategies so students are taught how to think and make meaning of 
their thoughts.  Given the rapid rate at which new information is growing, students need 
to be taught more than the ability to remember and repeat information.  They need to 
possess the thinking skills and problem solving strategies that equip them to excel as 
workers and maneuver through life’s challenges (Jerald, 2009; Matsushima, 2009; Pink, 
2005).  Educators must understand that many of the professions for which student are 
being prepared have not yet been created (Fisch, McLeod & Brenman, 2006).  To be 
successful in the 21
st
 century, students need to be able to think and read critically and be 
able to express themselves clearly and persuasively (Partnership for 21
st
 Century Skills, 
2008).  Educators must be taught how to help students develop the intellectual tools and 
learning strategies that empower them to think productively, frame and ask meaningful 
questions, monitor their understanding, reflect on what works and what needs improving, 
and constantly be able to transfer their learning to new situations or new problems 
(Jerald, 2009; Jolly, 2006; Partnership for 21
st
 Century Skills, 2008; Pink, 2005).   
Based largely on the findings reported in Are They Really Ready to Work (Casner-
Lotto & Barrington, 2006), the Partnership for 21
st
 Century Skills released an updated 
version of their 21
st
 Century Framework in March 2007.  The framework outlined the 
student outcomes and support systems required to prepare students for 21
st
 century life.  
A major component of the Partnership’s framework, Learning and Innovation Skills, 
focused on three higher order cognitive competencies students need to become self-
reliant, effective learners: 1) critical thinking and problem solving, 2) creativity and 
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innovation, and 3) communication and collaboration (Partnership for 21
st
 Century Skills, 
2007).  According to a survey conducted by American Management Association (2010), 
these same competencies were confirmed as those important to organizations in the 
future.  The American Management Association surveyed 2,115 managers and executives 
about the importance of the four Cs (critical thinking, communication, collaboration and 
creativity) to their organization today as well as in the future.  According to the AMA 
survey results, “80% of executives believe that fusing the three Rs and four Cs would 
ensure that students are better prepared to enter the workforce.  Proficiency in reading, 
writing, and arithmetic is not sufficient if workers are unable to think critically, solve 
problems, collaborate, or communicate effectively” (American Management Association, 
2010, p.7).   
The Three Strands of OCLI 
  
Thinking strategies instruction - What to do.  It has been over 30 years since 
Durkin (1978) concluded from extensive observations that teachers were spending little 
time on actual comprehension instruction.  In her study of elementary classrooms in 
central Illinois, she found that comprehension assessment was common; however, 
comprehension instruction was scarce.  Durkin concluded that teachers were simply 
assessing the literal knowledge and understanding of texts by using fundamental 
worksheets and questions, but there was no comprehension instruction observed.  This 
seminal research seemed to precipitate numerous educators and researchers to think about 
how comprehension instruction should be implemented in a classroom.  
Since Durkin’s report, researchers have contributed greatly to the study of 
comprehension strategies; however they generally focused on a single strategy to help 
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readers construct meaning.  In the 1970’s and 1980’s, there were literally hundreds of 
studies on individual comprehension strategies, and many types appeared to be successful 
in improving readers’ ability to construct meaning from text. 
So what components of comprehension should be taught?  Dole, Duffy, Roehler 
and Pearson (1991) reviewed and summarized numerous research studies that focused on 
comprehension instruction and resolved that expert readers do not rely on one strategy, 
but instead possess a set of flexible, adaptable strategies they use to make sense of text 
and monitor their ongoing understanding.  Based on their synthesis of the research, Dole 
et al. identified the following set of six strategies to answer the question of what should 
be taught: (a) determining importance, (b) synthesizing or summarizing information, (c) 
drawing inferences, (d) generating questions, (e) activating background knowledge, and 
(f) monitoring comprehension (Dole et al., 1991).  Pressley (1976) and Keene and 
Zimmerman (1997) added sensory imaging to the list concluding in a seventh strategy - 
(g) visualize and create mental images of ideas in the text.  These seven strategies are the 
ones emphasized at OCLI and provide students with multifaceted approaches to construct 
meaning from text. 
 Based on a review of fifty-six research documents, Cotton (1991) suggested that 
teaching children to become effective thinkers is increasingly recognized as an immediate 
goal of education.  If students are to function successfully in a highly technical society, 
they must be equipped with lifelong learning and thinking skills necessary to acquire and 
process information in an ever-changing world.  Findings from Cotton’s thinking skills 
research included, but were not limited to: (a) teaching specific thinking strategies to 
students promoted intellectual growth and fostered academic achievement gains, (b) 
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training teachers to teach thinking skills is associated with student achievement gains, 
and it is especially important to (c) establish and maintain a positive, stimulating, 
encouraging classroom climate for thinking skills instruction so that students will feel 
free to experiment with new ideas and approaches (Cotton, 1991). 
In the Report of the National Reading Panel, (National Reading Panel, 2000) 
findings confirmed that comprehension strategy instruction is highly effective but 
emphasized that more information is needed on ways to teach teachers how to use proven 
comprehension strategies in their classrooms.  The National Reading Panel (NRP) 
identified more than 300 articles and examined a total of 32 studies on the topic of 
teacher education and reading instruction.  The NRP concluded that professional 
development that focused on reading strategy instruction resulted in significantly higher 
student achievement.  In the Next Steps section of the NRP report, the authors expressed a 
desire for more “rigorous experimental and qualitative research that defines and 
characterizes effective teaching methodologies that demonstrate improved student 
performance” (p. 20).  
The PEBC staff developers (the group who created TSI on which OCLI was 
based) began investigating the research on reading comprehension almost thirty years 
ago, looking very closely at the specific comprehension strategies used by proficient 
readers.  This research, conducted and synthesized mainly by Pearson and Dole, provided 
the foundation for the PEBC’s Reading Project (Public Education & Business Coalition, 
2004).  The purpose of the Reading Project was to help teachers instill deep, specific and 
intentional instruction in reading comprehension into classrooms where teachers and 
children investigate, learn from and respond to a rich variety of texts.  
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Gradual release of responsibility (GRR) – How to do it.  Fisher and Frey 
(2008a) argued that the things one does well were learned through a series of intentional 
actions.  Skills are not developed simply by being told how to complete the task.  Models, 
feedback, peer support and lots of practice are essential to learning most skills.  These 
same attributes can and should be applied to classroom instruction in such a way as to 
create independent learners.  
 The GRR framework has often been analogized to a parent teaching a young child 
to ride a bike.  First the child watches as an adult rides the bike, then the child rides the 
training-wheeled bicycle.  Next, the training-wheels come off, but mom or dad holds on 
to the handle-bars and runs alongside.  The final step allows the child to perform the task 
independently and ride down the road (Harvey & Goudvis, 2000). 
 In this same manner, OCLI presenters encouraged the gradual release of 
responsibility when teaching students how to use the seven thinking strategies.  In the 
GRR process, the teacher first models the strategy use (I do it; you watch), then allows 
the student to assist while practicing the skill (I do it; you help).  In the third step of the 
gradual release approach, the students use the strategy themselves but with assistance 
(You do it; I help) and finally the teacher assigns practice where the student uses the 
strategy independently (You do it, I watch).  This gradual release may take a day or even 
up to a year, and students may move back and forth among each of the components as 
they master the strategies.  It is through this process of gradually assuming more and 
more of the responsibility for their learning that students become competent, independent 
learners (Fisher & Frey, 2008). 
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 In a thorough review of reading comprehension research from 1978 to 1982, 
Pearson and Gallagher (1983) found that strategy teaching is most effective when it takes 
the GRR approach.  The phrase, gradual release of responsibility, is most often credited 
to Pearson and Gallagher (1983), although Fisher and Frey (2008) are commonly 
recognized for expanding the model as an effective approach for all disciplines.  The 
GRR model of instruction suggests that the “cognitive load should shift slowly and 
purposefully from the teacher-as-model, to joint responsibility, to independent practice 
and application by the learner” (Fisher & Frey, 2008, p. 2).  Fisher and Frey’s model (See 
Figure 2.1) is very similar to the one used at OCLI in that they contend that the gradual 
release of responsibility takes on four interactive components:   
1.  Focus Lessons - where teachers are transparent with their own thinking 
processes (I do it); 
2.  Guided Instruction - where teachers prompt, question, facilitate or lead 
students (We do it); 
3.  Collaborative Learning - where students discuss, negotiate, solve and think 
with their peers (You do it together); and  
4.  Independent Learning - where students apply the skills and information 
independently (You do it alone). 
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Fisher, D., & Frey, N. (2008). Better learning through structured teaching: A framework for the gradual release of 
responsibility. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development. 
TEACHER RESPONSIBILITY
STUDENT RESPONSIBILITY
Focus Lesson
Guided 
Instruction
“I do it”
“We do it”
“You do it 
together”
Collaborative
Independent “You do it
alone”
A Structure for Instruction that Works
 
Figure 2.1   Gradual Release of Responsibility    
There are numerous approaches to teaching comprehension strategies; however, 
Shanahan (2005) in his summary of the National Reading Panel Report alleged that the 
use of a GRR approach in which the teacher models, guides the students to use it 
successfully, and then assigns independent practice with the strategy has been the most 
effective in improving reading. 
This gradual release of responsibility or “I do it – We do it – You do it” approach 
to comprehension strategies is a good one and with practice, it results in students 
being able to use the strategy, to explain it, and ultimately to improve reading 
comprehension (p. 32). 
 
Building a classroom community – In what context.  The third strand of the 
Oldham County Learning Institute provides an occasion for participants to deepen their 
understanding of the importance of building a positive learning community that includes 
both rigor and support.  Classroom community is difficult to study as it can be defined in 
various ways and viewed from numerous and conflicting perspectives (student, teacher, 
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parent, administrator).  Adding to that difficulty is the fact that there is an abundance of 
correlates that might be considered important to the establishment of a positive classroom 
environment.   
According to motivational researchers, autonomy, belonging, and a sense of 
competence are three basic human needs (Deci & Ryan, 1985).  A classroom that 
establishes a high sense of community allows students to meet all three of these basic 
needs by giving students a voice in designing their environment, allowing them to make 
connections with peers and adults, and providing them opportunities to contribute to the 
school and engage in meaningful learning.  Consequently, because the class environment 
meets their basic needs, students have a tendency to care about the class and to take its 
values seriously.  “Just like a good family, a school with a strong sense of community 
forges affective bonds that are essential to students’ motivation, character, and 
citizenship” (Schaps & Lewis, 1999, p. 216).   
A review of the research regarding classroom community exposed numerous 
common threads that have proven to be conducive to positive classroom communities. 
One such commonality is relationships.  It is crucial that teachers have knowledge of 
their students’ interests so they can make relevant connections to their lives and create an 
atmosphere in which their thoughts and ideas are valued.  By establishing these 
relationships, students feel safe and are willing and able to take risks (Osterman, 2000; 
Public Education & Business Coalition, 2004; Schaps & Lewis, 1999).   
Structure is another common element that surfaced throughout the literature.  By 
developing routines and rituals in the classroom, students understand the procedures and 
expectations.  The GRR model is a sound structure found to be highly effective in a safe 
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classroom community (Edmonds School District, 2007; Public Education & Business 
Coalition, 2004; Fisher & Frey, 2008).   
A third theme is student ownership.  By providing a climate where students 
choice is optimized and honored, students are motivated and encouraged to become 
independent thinkers and learners.  When the interest level is high, students take an active 
role in planning and monitoring their own learning (Public Education & Business 
Coalition, 2004; Edmonds School District, 2007; Vokoun & Bigelow, 2008).   
Effective classroom communities also provide opportunities to share.  Students 
need regular opportunities to discuss, debate and share their learning experiences with 
others.  Sharing opportunities also assist with teaching appropriate social skills (Vokoun 
& Bigelow, 2008; Edmonds School District, 2007; Public Education & Business 
Coalition, 2004).   
Students require time to practice communicating through reading, writing and oral 
communication, and also need to have access to books and libraries in order to expand 
their opportunities of discovery (Mitra, 2008; Vokoun & Bigelow, 2008; National 
Reading Panel, 2000).  Time has always been a concern for teachers who are focused on 
covering their curriculum; however providing opportunities for students to discuss and 
debate issues provides for a much stronger understanding of the curriculum. 
The physical environment of a positive classroom community is also of utmost 
importance.  A classroom that has developed a truly collaborative climate will have a 
classroom library available, a space arranged for reading time, an area designated for 
group experiences, student generated resources posted on the walls and student created 
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work displayed throughout (Edmonds School District, 2007; Public Education & 
Business Coalition, 2004). 
The above mentioned elements in a classroom make students feel valued and 
appreciated.  In order for students to achieve at high levels, the classroom environment 
itself must be cultivated to include time, student ownership, feedback, and a community 
built around rigorous expectations, predictable rituals and routines, meaningful and well-
orchestrated materials and experiences, and trusting and respectful relationships (Public 
Education & Business Coalition, 2004).  Classroom community is integral to establishing 
an environment conducive for students to learn to be good thinkers and thus improving 
student achievement. 
High-Quality Professional Development and Adult Learning Theory 
 Teacher quality has a significant impact on student learning, and high-quality 
professional development can contribute to improved instruction (Haslam & Seremet, 
2001).  According to Darling-Hammond and Ball (1998), teacher quality accounts for 40 
percent of the variation in student achievement.  If preparing effective teachers is the 
cornerstone of improved student achievement, then the challenge of schools and districts 
is to provide high-quality professional development that delivers new strategies that can 
be transferred to the classroom.  Unfortunately, professional development is often seen by 
teachers as frustratingly wasteful.  Thousands of conference sessions, workshops and 
staff development assemblies have promised much and yet resulted in no significant 
change in teachers’ instructional practices once they returned to their classrooms (Fullan, 
1991).   
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 In the past twenty years, teacher organizations, national education associations, 
researchers, research agencies and the U.S. Department of Education have all developed 
and published lists of characteristics for high-quality professional development.  Guskey 
(2003) analyzed 13 of these lists to determine if the same characteristics emerged.  
Although no characteristic appeared on all 13 lists, certain characteristics appeared on 
most lists.  Some of the more frequently noted characteristics included:  1) enhancement 
of teachers’ content and pedagogic knowledge, 2) provision of sufficient time and 
resources allowing teachers to deepen their understanding and develop new strategies to 
instruction, 3) promotion of collegiality and collaboration, and 4) provision of school-
based or site-based professional development.  Guskey (2003) summarized his analysis 
with three related conclusions.  First, there was sparse agreement among practitioners or 
professional development researchers regarding the criteria for effective professional 
development.  Second, real-world contextual differences (i.e. economically-depressed 
areas vs. affluent environments) deeply influenced the effectiveness of professional 
development activities.  And third, administrators who find ways to help successful 
teachers share their instructional practices and strategies with their colleagues in a 
supportive environment provide a promising basis for highly effective professional 
development. 
Haslam and Seremet (2001) reviewed the research about the characteristics of 
effective professional development and determined that researchers agreed that high-
quality professional development:  1) focused on content-specific knowledge and 
pedagogy, 2) engaged teachers as active learners, 3) provided learning opportunities that 
are embedded in the daily work of teachers, and 4) was based on research and examples 
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of best practices.  These four characteristics of high-quality professional development 
parallel much of what is known about how adults learn.   
The field of adult education has been greatly influenced by the work of Malcolm 
Knowles who is recognized as the father of adult learning theory.  Knowles (1984) 
coined the term andragogy (how adults learn) as opposed to pedagogy (how children 
learn).  Andragogy accentuated the need for a learning climate in which the learners were 
also participants and where adult learners felt comfortable to use reflection and discourse 
to further their learning in a collaborative social way (Merriam, 2001).  According to 
Knowles, adults learn best when:  1) learning is facilitated and self-directed rather than 
prescribed, 2) adults are actively engaged in learning opportunities that allow them to use 
their background knowledge and experience to enrich the learning experience, 3) adults 
are involved with the planning and evaluation of their learning, and 4) adults are engaged 
in an ongoing process of reflection, experimentation and discussion.  Adult learning 
theory centers on the idea that adults learn best when they converse with others about 
their life experiences and relate those experiences to the learning process.   
Connecting Teacher Focus on Thinking Strategies Instruction to Student 
Achievement 
In Mosaic of Thought (Keene & Zimmermann, 1997), the authors summarized 
results from the 1994-95 Reading Project evaluation, a study the PEBC undertook to 
measure students’ growth in reading comprehension.  The purpose of the evaluation was 
to assess the effect of intensive staff development in reading comprehension strategy 
instruction in PEBC Reading Project schools.  The Flynt/Cooter Informal Reading 
Inventory was used with students in grades 2 through 5 to assess their responses to 
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comprehension questions in intervention and non-intervention schools.  Schools that were 
in the Reading Project were labeled intervention schools while the non-intervention 
schools were PEBC schools in which the faculty did not receive specific training in 
reading comprehension instruction.  The results reflected that reading intervention was 
particularly effective in strengthening children’s ability to think inferentially about and 
evaluate what they read.  
Children in intervention classrooms made significantly greater gains than children 
in the nonintervention classrooms.  The gains, held across different ethnic groups, 
illustrate that reading comprehension strategy instruction is a powerful 
intervention with children of all backgrounds and abilities, and that staff 
development in reading correlates to higher achievement for students (Keene & 
Zimmermann, 1997, p. 241). 
 
 In 2005, the Public Education and Business Coalition contracted with The 
Evaluation Center in the School of Education and Human Development at the University 
of Colorado at Denver to assess the effect of their professional development model on 
instructional practice and student achievement in participating school districts.  Their 
completed research reports for 2005 through 2008 reflected several promising trends.  
The findings presented in the four reports were consistent in supporting the PEBC model 
of professional development which aims to increase student engagement in thinking, 
metacognition and making meaning from text.  On average, students in the PEBC target 
classrooms were found to achieve statistically significant growth in reading 
comprehension as compared to the control group.  However, the report clearly spelled out 
some noteworthy limitations.  Multiple contextual issues (economic status, mobility, 
class size, per pupil resources, leadership, and collegial environments) could not be 
controlled; and a pure control group was not available because many principals in the 
targeted district had participated in PEBC leadership professional development.  
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 Conrad Ball Middle School in Loveland, Colorado is one of the intervention 
schools that PEBC used as a Lab Classroom host.  It was, in fact, the school I visited 
when in Denver for the TSI.  An entire team of four Conrad Ball teachers were 
extensively trained in thinking strategies instruction, and their classrooms were 
established as PEBC Lab Classrooms.  In the Journal of Staff Development, Diane Lauer, 
Principal at Conrad Ball and Melissa Matthews, a PEBC staff developer, described the 
set-up and utilization of these four classrooms.  Lauer and Matthews (2007) also reported 
the results of the Colorado Student Assessment Program (CSAP) for reading, writing and 
mathematics at Conrad Ball Middle School.  After only one year of the PEBC 
intervention, the student achievement results in the four Lab Classrooms were 
significantly higher in all three areas compared to the same students’ scores a year earlier 
and notably higher than the other 6
th
 grade team’s students’ scores.  According to Lauer 
(personal communication, January 16, 2008), after analyzing the CSAP results, teachers 
were “beating her door down” to be included in the next thinking strategies training.  
 The National Reading Panel (2000) conducted an intense review of 
comprehension strategy instruction studies.  After identifying 453 studies on 
comprehension, the Panel reduced the number to 205 based on set criteria that included 
only studies that: a) were published in a scientific journal, b) involved at least one 
treatment and a control group, and c) included participants or classrooms randomly 
assigned to treatment and control groups.  The NRP extensively analyzed the 205 studies 
and divided them into sixteen distinct categories based upon the kinds of instruction used.  
One of the categories, Multiple Strategy Instruction, included 38 studies (more than any 
of the other sixteen categories) and was found to have considerable scientific support for 
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its effectiveness as a treatment.  According to the report, Multiple Strategy Instruction 
reigned as the most promising category in the NRP review, and the data suggested that 
teaching a combination of comprehension strategies is the most effective technique to 
improve student reading ability and increase academic achievement.   
 Cotton (1991) cited 27 studies that researched thinking skills instruction and the 
impact on student achievement.  All 27 were found to make a positive difference in the 
achievement levels of participating students.  Studies of achievement over time indicated 
that thinking skills instruction accelerated the learning gains of participants, and the 
studies with true or quasi-experimental design generally found that experimental groups 
of students outperformed control groups to a significant degree across all content areas. 
Summary 
Durkin’s (1978) study found that comprehension was being assessed but not 
taught in classrooms.  This seminal study created a snowball effect, and the next decades 
were filled with research investigations attempting to find and reveal the best practices to 
use when teaching comprehension.  Most investigators found that proficient readers used 
specific strategies to construct meaning from text.  Even though the terminology is not 
constant, researchers have found that thoughtful readers: (a) activate their background 
knowledge, (b) determine importance, (c) monitor for meaning, (d) question for clarity, 
(e) draw inferences, (f) create sensory images and (g) synthesize information and ideas.  
Once determined what strategies should be taught, the next question is how the 
strategies should be taught.  Recent research acclaims that the gradual release of 
responsibility approach has proven to be a highly effective instructional model that 
transfers the responsibility for task completion from the teacher to the student (Fisher & 
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Frey, 2008; Harvey & Goudvis, 2000; National Reading Panel, 2000; Shanahan, 2005).  
The gradual release model starts with a focus on teacher modeling, continues with guided 
practice, and ends when the responsibility has been released totally to the student for 
independent task completion.  
Building a classroom community, although consistently addressed last when 
describing the three strands of OCLI in this capstone report, is likely to be the most 
important strand.  Providing an environment where students feel valued and safe not only 
satisfies students’ basic human needs, it also provides a rich atmosphere where curiosity, 
learning and discovery are optimal.  
Numerous experts agreed that to raise student achievement, the best investment a 
school district can make is to provide high quality, relevant professional development for 
their teachers; however, many teachers have simply not been afforded the opportunity to 
acquire the knowledge and skills necessary to teach comprehension effectively (Darling-
Hammond, 2000; Dole, 2003; National Reading Panel, 2000).  High-quality professional 
development principles, in combination with principles of adult learning theory should be 
incorporated in learning opportunities that allow teachers to develop the knowledge and 
skills required to help all students learn.  Dole (2003) supported the investment in high 
quality professional development by concluding: 
Regardless of how successful researchers are in understanding how, when, and 
where to teach comprehension, if educators fail to teach teachers to use and apply 
this knowledge effectively in their classrooms, the understandings we have gained 
are for naught (p. 189). 
   
Although there have been recent advances in research-validated best practices, the 
effect can only be noticed to the extent that teachers adopt those practices.  Teacher 
quality is the most critical variable in student achievement.  Darling-Hammond (1999) 
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contends the message is clear that the expertise of the teacher matters, and it matters a lot. 
In a review of research on teacher quality and student achievement, Darling-Hammond 
(1999) found that teacher quality and expertise consistently and accurately predicted 
student achievement.   
Comprehension, comprehension instruction and professional development for 
teachers are well researched, but studies on instructing teachers how to teach 
comprehension is limited (Buskist, 2005).  Although experimental research in this area is 
scant, the limited studies available proposed that teachers can be taught to be proficient at 
comprehension instruction, and that such instruction can lead to improved student 
achievement (Duffy, 1993).  
 As dedicated educators determined to prepare students for the unpredictable 
future, the OCSD is endeavoring through the Oldham County Learning Institute to 
provide teachers the necessary tools to assist them in encouraging our children to become 
thoughtful problem solvers and innovative discoverers.  Through OCLI, Oldham County 
teachers hope to produce students who think differently and are ready to address the 
unknown needs of the new, Conceptual Age (Pink, 2005).  To determine if OCLI is an 
appropriate first step toward accomplishing that goal, the following research questions 
will be investigated during this study:  
1. What effect, if any, did OCLI have on participating teachers’ instructional 
practices with regard to implementation of the seven thinking strategies, gradual 
release of responsibility and building community in their classrooms?   
2.  How did OCLI effects vary across teacher characteristics – years experience, 
content area and school level (high vs. middle)? 
43 
 
 
 
 
 
CHAPTER 3 – RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
Research Design 
This study employed a mixed-methods research design to examine the effects of 
OCLI on teachers’ instructional practices with particular attention to the implementation 
of thinking strategies, GRR and building a classroom community.  A mixed methods 
approach was used to develop better understanding of the OCLI impact and strengthen 
the construct validity of the study by offsetting the weaknesses of stand-alone 
quantitative or qualitative research (Creswell & Clark, 2007).  By using multiple 
methodological approaches, limitations associated with one method may be overcome by 
the inclusion of an additional method (Paeplow, 2009).   
This study was based on four sessions of OCLI – Sessions A, B, C and D.  The 
first offering, Session A, was held October 2008 and Session B was offered February 
2009.  Sessions C and D were held during the 2009-10 school year in September 2009 
and November 2009 respectively.  Sessions A and B were used for initial piloting of 
measures, and although the format of the institute remained constant through all four 
sessions, several modifications (guided by feedback and other data) were made to pre- 
and post-survey measures.  Therefore a pre-post design with intervention was limited to 
Sessions C and D where survey measures remained constant.  Although changes were 
made to the measures during Sessions A and B, one open-ended question on the post-
survey, administered several months after the institute, was unvarying and provided 
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robust narrative data that was qualitatively analyzed for all four sessions.  Quantitative 
analyses (t-tests, ANOVA and regression) and qualitative analysis (grounded theory) was 
used to investigate the data and support the results. 
Variables 
 The independent variable in this study was exposure to and participation in OCLI.  
I personally attended each session of OCLI and observed that all participants actively 
participated during all four iterations of the institute.  Based on those observations, this 
study was established on the premise that everyone who attended OCLI had a similar 
level of intensity and engagement with the OCLI experience at each institute.  Mediating 
teacher variables were integrated in the data analyses and included years teaching 
experience, content area and school level (high or middle school) of the teachers who 
participated in OCLI. 
 The dependent variables of the study were characterized by changes in 
instructional practices of teachers with regard to implementation of the three OCLI 
strands (thinking strategies, GRR and building community). 
Participants 
 OCLI participants included middle and high school teachers from the OCSD.  The 
institute was originally conceived as a middle school initiative, and Session A (October 
2008) included only middle school teachers and administrators plus a few invited central 
office administrators.  After conclusion of Session A, the central office administrators 
expressed a desire to expand OCLI to include high school teachers.  Therefore, the 
second session of each school year (Sessions B & D) included high school teachers as 
well as middle school teachers.  Although there were several other invited attendees at 
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each session of OCLI (middle and high school administrators, literacy coaches, central 
office personnel), data were collected only on the teacher participants as they would be 
the ones implementing the strategies in the classroom.  Although the majority of data 
analyses were conducted on Sessions C & D only, participants from all sessions are 
described in this section as some data were analyzed from all four sessions. 
A variety of content areas was represented at each session of OCLI, including 
teachers of the four core areas (mathematics, language arts, science and social studies), as 
well as special education (ECE) and related arts (drama, physical education, practical 
living, art, music, humanities and computer) teachers (see Table 3.1).  
Table 3.1 
Classroom Teacher Participants by Session, Content and School Level (Middle 
School/High School) 
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Mathematics 7  0  6  1  5  0  5  5 
Lang Arts 6  0  7  3  7  0  6  5 
Science 7  0  7  1  6  0  2  5 
Soc Stud 8  0  6  1  4  0  3  5 
ECE 3  0  2  0  6  0  1  0 
Rel.Arts 0   0   0   0   1   0   2   0 
TOTAL 31  0  28  6  29  0  19  20 
                                
 
 
 Teaching experience of OCLI participants ranged from first year teachers to those 
with over thirty years experience.  The mean years experience of participants attending 
Sessions A and B was 10.6 years (SD=7.9), while the mean for Sessions C and D was 8.0 
years (SD=7.6).  Forty-two percent of teachers who participated in OCLI sessions had 
less than six years’ experience overall (see Table 3.2). 
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Table 3.2 
Participants’ Years Experience by Content Area 
 
Years 
Experience 
  Content Area   
Total   Math   Lang.Arts   Science   Soc.Stud.   ECE   Rel.Arts   
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26 - 30 
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3 
31 – 35 
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0 
 
0 
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Instrumentation 
 
 Data were gathered using the following instruments during this study:   
 Participants’ pre-OCLI and post-OCLI (several months) surveys 
(Appendices A & B ) 
 OCLI Walk-through Observation Form (Appendix C) 
 Unstructured Interviews of building principals 
 Building a Thinking and Learning Community Evaluation (immediately 
post the 3-day institute) (Appendix D) 
 Participants’ pre- and post-OCLI surveys.  The participants’ pre-OCLI surveys 
(see Appendix A) were the first measures used and were collected prior to the OCLI 
intervention.  The post-OCLI surveys were distributed and collected two to four months 
after the OCLI intervention.  Both pre- and post-OCLI surveys gathered teachers’ 
perceptions about their implementation of the thinking strategies, GRR, and classroom 
community building attributes.  Responders were also given an opportunity to 
differentiate implementation ratings between classes where they might use the strategies 
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more often and other classes where teachers used the strategies less often.  The pre- and 
post-OCLI surveys additionally asked responders to justify their ratings on six 
community building attributes by writing comments to each.  These six community 
building statements were chosen for inclusion in the survey by members of the Planning 
Team who agreed that these statements covered a wide realm of important classroom 
community attributes and exemplified the behaviors that would be modeled during the 
OCLI lab classroom visits.  Although the pre- and post-OCLI surveys requested 
additional information regarding teachers’ knowledge of the thinking strategies and GRR, 
the data collected on the knowledge component was not used for this study.  
 Although numerous revisions were made to the pre- and post-surveys during the 
piloting of Sessions A and B, one question remained constant during all sessions of 
OCLI.  The final question on the post-OCLI survey asked participants to reflect on their 
experience at OCLI that had occurred several months previously, and describe what, if 
any, impact OCLI had on their instructional practices since that time.  Responses to the 
final question for all four sessions were analyzed. 
 Validity and reliability. The OCLI study incorporated multiple sources of data 
(surveys, observations and interviews) and used a mixture of quantitative and qualitative 
data analysis.  Statistical research implies that combining quantitative and qualitative 
research methods strengthen the validity, or trustworthiness, of a study (Creswell & 
Clark, 2007; Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006; Paeplow, 2009).  Triangulation of the qualitative 
findings and the participants’ responses allowed me to examine a wealth of information 
and strengthened the validity of the results and implications. 
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Using Sessions A and B for piloting the study’s measures resulted in informed 
subsequent iterations of the pre- and post-OCLI surveys which added to the strength of 
the surveys’ validity.  As a measure to further improve validity of the surveys,  I asked a 
group of five middle school teachers – one from mathematics, science, social studies, 
language arts and ECE - to join me in examining the surveys in a think-aloud fashion 
before using the revised versions during Sessions C and D.  In a group session, we 
discussed the pre-OCLI survey to determine if they understood the questions and if there 
were any sections that needed clarification.  Although questions were asked about my 
personal expectations of how much writing was enough, the peer debriefing activity 
produced comments from these five teachers that affirmed to me that the surveys were 
clear and likely to produce valid responses.   
Cronbach’s Alpha was used to assess internal consistency for both the pre- and 
post-OCLI surveys.  Cronbach’s Alpha was also calculated for the set of seven thinking 
strategies to establish if the strategies function as one unitary construct.  Likewise, 
Cronbach’s Alpha was calculated for the set of six statements that collectively relate to 
building community. 
OCLI walk-through observation form.  Classroom observation data were 
collected using the OCLI Walk-through Observation Form (See Appendix C).  The OCLI 
Walk-through Observation Form was adapted from the Classroom “Look Fors”- 
External Observer Version created and used by The Evaluation Center in Denver to 
analyze the effect of the TSI on teacher performance.  According to the report submitted 
to PEBC by The Evaluation Center (Connors, Nearing & Walters, 2006), this instrument 
was reviewed by three experts (in the field of literacy and professional development) and 
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was found to have face validity for its stated purpose.  To examine the reliability of the 
Look Fors instrument, researchers at The Evaluation Center calculated Cronbach’s Alpha 
which produced internal consistency of .89 in the fall of 2005 and .84 in the spring of 
2006.  
 I worked with our Assistant Superintendent and Middle Level Director to adapt 
the form to fit the needs of educators in Oldham County.  Although our intent for the 
observation process was to check for fidelity of implementation of the thinking strategies, 
GRR and classroom community building, we found the form helpful in collecting data on 
additional best practices as well.  Therefore, the adaptations made to The Evaluation 
Center’s form were minor and consisted mostly of reducing the phrasing of statements to 
terminology that allowed the OCLI Walk-through Observation Form to be confined to a 
one-page document.  The form itself is divided into three sections:  Classroom 
Environment (6 items), Teacher Daily Actions (14 items), and Students Daily Actions (8 
items).  However, since these are not the categories on which this study focused, I 
employed the assistance of two additional educators, and we sorted the statements into 
categories that addressed thinking strategies, GRR, and building classroom community.  
Although helpful to administrators who used the form, the statements that addressed best 
practices were not analyzed for the purpose of this study.  Cronbach’s Alpha was 
computed for each of the three re-organized sections – thinking strategies (9 items), GRR 
(6 items) and building classroom community (6 items).  (See Appendix C for categorical 
membership of statements.)   
 Inter-rater reliability of the OCLI Walk-through Observation Form was tested and 
established at each middle school visited.  At EOMS, four classrooms were observed in 
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January 2010.  The Assistant Superintendent, the Assistant Principal at EOMS and I 
visited each of the classrooms at the same time.  Classroom observations usually ranged 
between twenty and thirty minutes.  Of the 112 total observable measures across all three 
observers, there was exact agreement among the three observers on 87 of the measures 
indicating an estimated inter-rater reliability rate of 78%.  On 23 of the remaining 25 
items for which there was not exact agreement, two of the raters agreed and the third rater 
disagreed by only one number.  On the remaining two items, two of the raters agreed and 
a third rater responded with NA (not applicable).   
After each classroom visit, the observers paused in the hall long enough to 
compare the ratings and discuss the rationale behind our decisions.  These hallway 
discussions helped the three raters agree to specific rationale for determining what 
constituted a 1, 2, 3 or NA rating for specific items as well as provided ideas of where 
some items might be evidenced (i.e. student journals, wall posters, etc.).  These 
discussions were helpful in rating subsequent classroom observations.  
 The same procedure was used during classroom observations at North Oldham, 
South Oldham and Oldham County Middle Schools during the month of February, 2010. 
Inter-rater reliability of 82% was established at North Oldham, 85% established at South 
Oldham, and 87% at Oldham County Middle.  A total of 22 classroom observations were 
completed by the administrative observation teams which included the Assistant 
Superintendent, the building principal and me. 
 Unstructured interviews around the themes of OCLI.  I individually met with 
each principal after the above described observations.  These conversations, ten to fifteen 
minutes in length, consisted of an informal conversation where I asked each principal if 
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s/he had observed any changes in teachers’ instructional practices as a result of OCLI.  
Since classroom observations are part of a principal’s daily work, specific trends or 
themes might have emerged that were not apparent during the administrative team 
observations.  Although these conversations were not officially recorded, anecdotal notes 
were later written to capture the essence of the responses.  
Building a thinking and learning community evaluation.  The Building a 
Thinking and Learning Community Evaluation form (See Appendix D) was administered 
immediately at the end of the 3-day OCLI intervention to solicit participants’ evaluation 
of OCLI and included the following four questions. 
1)  What will you take away from this institute that will better help you meet the  
needs of your students? 
  2)   How do you see yourself using thinking strategies, gradual release of 
responsibility and/or building community in your content area? 
3)  What follow-up and/or resources are needed to increase your knowledge or 
your ability to implement additional strategies? 
4)  How could the sessions be improved to better meet the needs of the 
participants? 
The evaluation forms were distributed and collected at all four sessions 
immediately upon conclusion of the institute.  Participant names were purposely not 
required on the forms to encourage participants to respond openly and honestly.  Since 
the evaluations were distributed to all participants and completed anonymously, 
responses may have included extraneous participants, i.e. principals and central office 
administrators.  A total of 142 evaluations were collected during the four sessions.  
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Although all four questions are of significance to the OCLI project, responses to 
only the first two questions was analyzed for the purpose of the OCLI study.  Questions 3 
and 4 provided important feedback that was used by the OCLI Planning Team and 
building administrators; however, questions 3 and 4 are not relevant to this study’s 
research questions and therefore were not analyzed as part of this study. 
Implementation  
 Selection of participants and preparatory assignments.  Participants for each 
session were chosen by the building level principals and were expected to complete 
preparatory reading assignments.  By the conclusion of Session D (November 2009), 
74% of all middle school teachers in Oldham County had participated in OCLI, and the 
remaining middle school teachers are scheduled to attend during the 2010-11 school year.  
As of this writing, only 26 high school teachers (14% of all Oldham County high school 
teachers) have attended OCLI.  Future plans, however, include offering an adapted 
version of OCLI that is tailored specifically for high school teachers.   
Teachers selected to attend OCLI were asked to prepare for the institute by 
reading specific chapters of Strategies That Work (Harvey & Goudvis, 2000).  Through 
this reading, participants came to the institute with some background knowledge of the 
seven strategies.  Other suggested preparatory readings included Cris Tovani’s I Read It 
but I Don’t Get it (2000) for language arts teachers or Tovani’s Do I Really Have to 
Teach Reading (2004) for all other content areas.  
 Pre- and post-OCLI survey administration.  As mentioned earlier, pre- and 
post-OCLI survey data regarding implementation of the three strands of OCLI were 
analyzed only for Sessions C (September 2009) and D (November 2009).  However, the 
53 
 
final post-OCLI survey question regarding impact of OCLI on instructional practices was 
consistent throughout all four sessions.  Therefore, this section will describe pre-post-
survey administration for all sessions. 
Upon arrival at OCLI, during Sessions A & B, participants were given the OCLI 
materials and a pre-OCLI survey to complete and return to me prior to the session 
beginning.  In both sessions, a 100% return rate of the pre-OCLI surveys was achieved.   
The pre-OCLI surveys for Sessions C and D were administered electronically.  
Approximately one week prior to each OCLI session (C and D), I emailed the pre-OCLI 
survey to participants asking them to complete the survey and either return it 
electronically or bring it with them to OCLI.  If a participant did not return the pre-OCLI 
survey, I met them at the door on the opening day of OCLI and gave them another copy 
to complete prior to the beginning of the session.  Again, a 100% return rate of the pre-
OCLI surveys was achieved. 
 The middle school principals agreed to administer post-OCLI surveys to teachers 
who attended Session A at their November or December faculty meetings.  (Thus, 
administration of the post-OCLI surveys for Session A occurred between one and two 
months post-OCLI.)  This process of administering the post-OCLI surveys, along with 
follow-up contacts with participants absent at the faculty meeting, yielded a 100% return 
rate of the surveys. 
 Post-OCLI surveys were distributed electronically to Session B (February 2009) 
attendees in September 2009, and responders were asked to return the surveys 
electronically.  The post-OCLI surveys for Session C and D were distributed and 
collected electronically in November 2009 and December 2009 respectively 
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(approximately two months post-OCLI).  Several reminder emails were sent to encourage 
participants to return the surveys; however, not all participants complied.  It was 
necessary to contact each principal to help encourage non-responders to return the 
completed surveys.  This tactic proved successful, and again a 100% return rate was 
accomplished. 
 OCLI agenda.  The agendas of all four sessions remained constant.  The first day 
two literacy coaches (East Oldham Middle School’s and South Oldham High School’s) 
facilitated the learning of the three strands of OCLI.  The thinking strategies were 
modeled throughout the day, in small group and large group settings, while using the 
GRR approach.  Before the end of day one and in preparation for day two, each 
participant was given directions to an assigned observation school as well as an 
assignment to a specific Lab Classroom.  Each Lab Classroom Host provided written 
letters of welcome to the participants that gave background information about the class 
and described what the Lab Classroom Host hoped the observers would see (see 
Appendix E for sample Lab Classroom Host’s letter).  Assignments to Lab Classrooms 
were closely matched to the participant’s current content area and were determined by the 
Planning Team prior to opening day of OCLI.   
The second morning of the institute began at the observation school where the 
middle school literacy coaches, who facilitated the break-out sessions of OCLI on the 
first day, facilitated a pre-observation briefing with each Lab Classroom Host and the ten 
to twelve participants assigned to the Lab Classroom.  After the briefing and explanation 
of observation protocol, participants observed in their assigned Lab Classroom for 
approximately one hour.  After the observation, the literacy coach facilitated a post-
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briefing that included only the observers.  This briefing allowed observers to reflect and 
share what they saw and heard.  After approximately fifteen minutes, the Lab Classroom 
Host joined the post-briefing session to answer any questions about the classroom 
observation.  Following the post-briefings, all participants reported back to a central 
location where the afternoon was spent in small and large group discussions focused 
around synthesizing the morning observations as well as learning more about the GRR 
approach and strategies to help build a classroom community. 
Day three again started at the observation school with another round of pre-
observation briefings, observations, and post-briefings.  By observing the same classroom 
two consecutive days, teachers gained an understanding of how teachers incorporated all 
three strands of OCLI on a daily basis.  The entire third day was spent at the observation 
school, and significant time was allotted in the afternoon for school principals to meet 
with their team of participants.  The goal of this session was to determine a possible 
roadmap for implementing the OCLI strands at their respective schools and resolve any 
roadblocks that might prohibit their success.  
OCLI lab classroom observation sites.  One change that evolved from Session 
A through Session D was the extension of classroom observations to schools other than 
EOMS.  Although all Lab Classrooms were located at EOMS during Sessions A and B, 
an expansion to the other middle schools took place during Sessions C and D.  Each 
school was assigned a different content area, and therefore participants were sent to the 
school whose content area matched their own teaching experience.  For Sessions C and 
D, language arts observations were moved to South Oldham Middle, social studies was 
held at North Oldham Middle, science at Oldham County Middle, and only the 
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mathematics observations remained at East Oldham Middle.  This extension to other 
schools not only served to broaden the awareness and importance of the district initiative, 
but at the same time almost doubled the number of appropriate Lab Classrooms allowing 
a varied menu of options for future OCLI observations. 
OCLI walk-through document implementation.  Classroom observation data 
were collected during the months of January and February 2010 using the OCLI Walk-
through Observation Form.  This form was used by middle school and central office 
administrators in order to get an overview of the impact of OCLI in the classroom as well 
as check for best teaching practices.  Teams of three to four observers visited twenty-two 
randomly selected middle school classrooms of teachers who had attended OCLI.  The 
observation team, at locations other than EOMS, included the building principal, either 
the assistant superintendent or the building assistant principal, and me.  The observations 
at EOMS included the assistant superintendent, EOMS’s assistant principal and me.  All 
of the observation team members visited the same classrooms at the same time.  This 
walk-through instrument was used to collect data regarding classroom environment, 
teachers’ actions, and students’ actions during a 20 to 30 minute classroom observation.  
Data were collected in 22 classrooms, representing 21% of the middle school OCLI 
participants.  
Data Analysis Plan 
 Both quantitative and qualitative data analyses were used to respond to the 
research questions.  Table 3.3 outlines the overall data analysis plan for this study 
including the research question addressed by each analysis as well as the OCLI sessions 
from which the data was used.  Discussion for each data source and analysis will follow. 
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Table 3.3 
Data Analysis Plan 
Data Instrument Data Source 
Analysis 
Technique 
Research 
Question 
OCLI 
Session(s) 
OCLI Pre- and Post-
(several months) 
Survey                          
(self-report) 
 
Participants' Pre- 
vs. Participants' 
Post- 
 
Repeated 
samples t-test 
#1 C & D 
OCLI Pre- and Post- 
(several months) 
Survey  
(self-report) 
Participants' Open-
Ended Reflections 
of OCLI Impact (last 
question on Post-
survey 
 
Grounded 
Theory 
#1 A ,B ,C & D 
Building a Thinking 
and Learning 
Community 
Evaluation  
(immediately after 
the 3 days) 
 
Participants' 
Evaluations of OCLI 
Grounded 
Theory 
#1 A, B, C & D 
OCLI Walk-Through 
Observation Form 
and OCLI Post-
(several months) 
Survey   
(self-report) 
 
Administrators' 
Observations vs. 
Participants' Post- 
Repeated 
samples t-test 
#1 C & D 
Unstructured 
Interviews Around 
the Themes of OCLI 
Principals' 
Conversations with 
Researcher 
Grounded 
Theory 
#1 N/A 
OCLI Post- (several 
months) Survey                          
(self-report) 
Participants' Years 
Experience vs. Post- 
Regression #2 C & D 
OCLI Post- (several 
months) Survey                          
(self-report) 
Participants' 
Content Area vs. 
Post- 
ANOVA #2 C & D 
OCLI Post- (several 
months) Survey                          
(self-report) 
Participants' School 
Level vs. Post- 
ANOVA #2 C & D 
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Participants’ pre- vs. participants’ post-.  The pre- and post-OCLI surveys 
were administered during Sessions C and D in order to document the impact of OCLI on 
teachers’ instructional practices.  The pre- and post-OCLI surveys were identical, except 
for the addition of the final reflection question on the post-OCLI survey which is 
discussed below.  Repeated samples t-tests were used to compare the implementation 
data from these two surveys.  Standard alpha level of .05 was used to determine statistical 
significance.   
Participants’ written reflections of OCLI impact.  I chose a grounded theory 
qualitative approach (Strauss & Corbin, 1998) to analyze the written reflections collected 
on the post-OCLI surveys.  Grounded theory is an effective method for developing an 
idea by allowing the idea or theory to emerge from the data.  The reflections were not 
read or analyzed with any pre-assumed theories in mind.  While open-coding and memo-
writing the participants’ written reflections, significant ideas could materialize throughout 
the analysis.  These ideas could establish some parameters of the potential impact of 
OCLI that might also be found in the other data.  
 Participants’ written evaluations of OCLI.  As with the written reflections on 
the post-OCLI surveys, a grounded theory approach was used to analyze the first two 
questions on the Building a Thinking and Learning Community Evaluations.  Since these 
evaluations were completed immediately after the conclusion of the three days of OCLI, 
teachers had not yet had an opportunity to implement the OCLI strands in the classroom.  
However, coding and memoing these responses might produce emergent theories 
regarding teachers’ intent to implement and therefore be an implication of the impact of 
OCLI on instructional practices. 
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Administrators’ observations vs. participants’ post-.  Descriptive analysis and 
regression analysis were used to report findings from the data collected on the OCLI 
Walk-through Observation Forms.  Regression analysis was used to compare data 
collected during the administrators’ observations to the frequency of implementation self-
reported on participants’ post-OCLI surveys.  
 Principals’ conversations with researcher.  Unstructured interviews with the 
middle school principals were conducted after the administrative teams completed the 
classroom observations at each school site.  The written notes from these interviews were 
analyzed using a grounded theory approach in order to identify themes or trends that 
emerged from the data.   
 Participants’ years experience vs. post-.  A regression analysis was used to 
determine if there was any correlation between teachers’ years experience and level of 
OCLI implementation based on participants’ post-OCLI surveys.  Although the initial 
analysis began with a linear regression, visual inspection of the data scatter plot was 
completed to investigate any nonlinear patterns to the data.  If nonlinear patterns 
emerged, those were explored as well.  This analysis could suggest a systematic 
interaction between experience and impact of OCLI.  
 Participants’ content area vs. post-.  To decrease the chance of a type 1 error, 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine if OCLI effects on teachers’ 
implementation varied in different content area specializations.  The four major content 
areas (mathematics, language arts, science and social studies) defined the groupings by 
which the thinking strategies, GRR and building community were analyzed.  The 
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categorical data for this analysis was taken from the participants’ self-reported responses 
to the post-OCLI surveys. 
Participants’ school level vs. post-.  Because OCLI started as a middle school 
initiative and was specifically planned to meet the needs of middle school teachers, 
changes in instructional practices could differ from middle school teachers to high school 
teachers.  A one-way ANOVA was run to determine if there was a significant difference 
between the impact of OCLI on middle school teachers versus high school teachers. 
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CHAPTER 4 – RESULTS/FINDINGS 
 
Introduction 
 
The intent of this study was to examine the impact of the OCLI project on 
teachers’ instructional practices with regard to implementation of the seven thinking 
strategies, gradual release of responsibility and building community in the classrooms.  
An additional intent of the study was to identify if OCLI impacts varied across teacher 
characteristics such as content area taught, years experience and school level (middle 
school versus high school).  The Predictive Analytics Software (PASW) v.17 was used to 
quantitatively analyze survey and observation data.  Paired-samples t-tests, analysis of 
variance (ANOVA), regression and descriptive analyses were calculated from pre- and 
post-OCLI surveys to quantitatively address the research questions posed by this study.  
A grounded theory qualitative approach was used to analyze the unstructured principal 
interviews, the OCLI evaluations and the narrative responses to the open-ended question 
on the post-surveys that asked teachers to reflect on the impact of OCLI on their teaching 
practices.  The organization of this chapter is outlined around the study’s two research 
questions and includes a description of the results of each data source analysis as outlined 
in the data analysis plan (See Table 3.3). 
OCLI Effect on Instructional Practices – Research Question #1 
 Research question #1 asked what, if any, effect OCLI had on participating 
teachers’ instructional practices with regard to implementation of the seven thinking 
strategies, gradual release of responsibility and building community in the classroom.  To 
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address that question, five separate analyses were conducted:  1) participants’ pre-OCLI 
surveys versus post-OCLI surveys, 2) participants’ open-ended reflections of OCLI 
impact, 3) participants’ written evaluations of OCLI, 4) administrators’ observations 
versus participants’ post-surveys, and 5) principals’ conversations with the researcher.  
These five analyses also form the organization for this chapter. 
Participants’ pre-OCLI surveys versus post-OCLI surveys.  As previously 
mentioned, the first two OCLI sessions were used to pilot the survey instrument, 
therefore survey results in the pre-post design with intervention were limited to OCLI 
Sessions C & D only (September and November 2009).  The post-survey was 
administered between 2-4 months after the conclusion of each 3-day OCLI institute to 
permit teachers time to implement OCLI strategies before they responded to the post-
survey.  Sixty-eight teachers participated in Sessions C & D and were given pre- and 
post-OCLI surveys that inquired about their implementation of the seven thinking 
strategies, GRR and classroom community.  After several rounds of reminder emails, 65 
of 68 teachers (96%) returned their completed surveys.  Of the three remaining non-
respondents, one was no longer with the OCSD, one was out on medical leave and the 
third one was a non-respondent.   
 The pre- and post-OCLI surveys asked teachers to use a rating scale to indicate 
how often each of the seven thinking strategies and GRR was intentionally implemented 
in their classroom.  Teachers were asked to rate frequency of use from 1 to 5 based on the 
number of times they used the strategy out of every five classes (see survey in Appendix 
A for the rating scale).  Since teachers’ schedules vary during the day and could involve 
various types of classes, i.e. advanced placement, gifted and talented, collaborative 
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special education, etc., teachers might implement thinking strategies more often with 
some classes than with others.  To allow teachers to rate strategy implementation for 
these classes differently, two separate columns were provided on the surveys for teachers 
to rate implementation of the strategies and GRR in their highest use class and their 
lowest use class.  Although examples of the types of classes were listed on the surveys, 
teachers had the freedom to determine what type class constituted their highest use and 
their lowest use.  Teachers were also given the choice to rate them both the same if they 
used the strategies with the same frequency in each class.   
To evaluate internal consistency reliability, Cronbach’s Alpha was computed on 
the set of 14 items - 7 thinking strategies for highest class use and 7 thinking strategies 
for lowest class use - in order to establish if these items function as a unitary set. 
Cronbach’s Alpha on the 14 pre-survey thinking strategies items (.899) and on the 14 
post-survey thinking strategies items (.806) established a strong internal consistency 
reliability indicating that implementation of the 7 thinking strategies functions as a 
collective unitary construct for both the highest and lowest use classes.  The strong 
internal consistency suggested that teachers tended to implement all strategies to similar 
degrees across all seven thinking strategies in both the highest and lowest use classes.   
To analyze implementation of community building components, teachers 
responded to six statements that operationally defined community building for the 
purpose of this study.  Cronbach’s Alpha was calculated at .786 on the set of six 
statements on the pre-survey and .785 on the post-survey indicating consistency of the 
multiple item scale (see Appendix A for the rating scale and items).  Because these six 
items were shown to be reasonably internally consistent, their mean was computed and 
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used as the score for building classroom community in subsequent analyses.  
Implementation of GRR was surveyed with only one statement and therefore Cronbach’s 
Alpha was not computed. 
The self-rating data collected from participants’ pre and post-OCLI surveys were 
analyzed using a paired-samples t-test.  T-tests were conducted on the strategies both 
individually and as a unitary construct.  A total of nineteen outcomes were analyzed – 
building classroom community as one construct, and both highest class use and lowest 
class use for each of the seven thinking strategies, thinking strategies as a unitary 
construct and GRR.  Because of the multiple comparisons (19 items), the results were 
first analyzed incorporating Bonferroni’s Correction so that a p-value of p < .0026 (.05 
divided by 19) was established as the level required to claim statistical significance.  This 
approach represented a conservative correction to the p-value for claiming statistical 
significance in order to enhance confidence in any claim of statistical significance that 
might result.  The various thinking strategies for high and low class use are highly related 
to each other, as are the set of seven strategies related to each other and to the total 
thinking strategies score.  In response to Research Question #1, and using the 
conservative significance level (p < .0026), GRR for both high and low class use, 
building community, and synthesizing for high class use resulted in statistical 
significance (See Table 4.1).  
Because Bonferroni’s is an overly stringent correction, and important differences 
might be overlooked with that test only, the t-test was additionally interpreted with 
standard significance level of p < .05.  Outcomes that meet this more generous p-value 
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cutoff would at a minimum indicate a solid possibility of a true difference.  In turn this 
can offer guidance for potentially fruitful exploration in future studies.   
These results suggested that there was a difference (p < .05) between participants’ 
perception of their frequency of implementation from pre- to post-survey responses in 
seven of the nineteen outcomes:  building classroom community (p < .001), GRR – both 
highest and lowest class use (p < .001), synthesizing - both highest class (p < .001) and 
lowest class use (p = .034), activating background knowledge – highest class use only (p 
= .017), and the unitary set of thinking strategies – highest class use only (p = .021) (See 
Table 4.1).   
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Table 4.1 
Comparing Teachers’ (n=65) Frequency of Implementation Pre-OCLI and Several 
Months Post-OCLI by Highest Class Use and Lowest Class Use 
 
 
Class Usage 
 
Highest 
 
Lowest 
Strategy Mean Difference (SD)   Mean Difference (SD) 
Monitoring for Meaning 0.0692 (1.09) 
 
  0.1307 (1.03) 
 
Questioning 0.0231 (1.07) 
 
-0.1000 (1.07) 
 
Determining Importance 
 
0.1385 (1.03) 
 
 
-0.0462 (1.03) 
 
Synthesizing 
     
    0.5231 (1.11)** 
 
    
    0.2846 (1.11)* 
 
Activating Background Knowledge 
   
  0.2692 (0.89)* 
 
  
  0.1769 (0.89) 
 
Making Inferences 
 
0.0538 (1.10) 
 
 
-0.0385 (1.10) 
 
Using Sensory Imaging 0.1769 (1.16) 
 
 0.1462 (1.16) 
 
Thinking Strategies Overall   0.1789 (0.61)* 
 
 0.0788 (0.61) 
 
Gradual Release of Responsibility     0.6923 (1.00)** 
 
     0.7231 (1.00)** 
 
Building Classroom Community
a 
 
     
    0.2094 (0.33)**  
   aBuilding Classroom Community was not disaggregated by highest and lowest class
usage.               
*p < .05. ** p < .0026 (Bonferroni’s Correction). 
 
Although the t-tests reflected statistically significant differences in the perceived 
implementation of several of the thinking strategies, the meaning attached to those 
differences is minimal and would not likely be readily observed in the classrooms.  In 
fact, using a specific thinking strategy once a week may be equally strong or even 
pedagogically stronger in some cases than over-using that strategy multiple times a week. 
 Participants’ written reflections of OCLI impact.  The last question on the 
post-OCLI survey encouraged respondents to reflect on their participation at OCLI and 
asked what impact, if any, OCLI had on their teaching practices; specifically What do you 
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do differently now (after OCLI) than you did before OCLI.  This question was designed to 
provide teachers a direct opportunity to communicate OCLI impact in their own words 
and provide data that could be triangulated with the quantitative statistics to strengthen 
the validity of the study.  Because this same survey question was used for all four 
sessions, responses from teachers in all four sessions were analyzed.  Ninety-one teachers 
responded to the open-ended question, and their written reflections were analyzed using a 
grounded theory approach.   
The written reflections of OCLI impact varied in length and format, however 
several consistent themes emerged from the qualitative analysis of the responses.  All 
reflections were coded using an open coding process on a line-by-line basis to identify 
relevant categories.  I read the ninety-one responses the first time without making any 
notations.  Throughout the second reading of the responses, I labeled categories/themes 
that emerged from each sentence.  As I read each response, I attempted to code it with a 
word or phrase that was representative of the essence of the response.  For example, as I 
read a response from a middle school science teacher, …Further, the seating 
arrangement promotes successful small group projects, I wrote the phrase small group 
seating next to the sentence.  As I read the response further, I have given priority in my 
room to the thinking strategies and GRR.  This is a much more intentionally integrated 
aspect of my every day lessons, I wrote the phrase intentionality of thinking strategies and 
GRR.  The next sentence, I have used more formative assessments to help students set 
personal goals based upon areas of weakness and strengths, was coded as formative 
assessments.  As I physically coded the responses, I noticed that I was repeatedly using 
certain code words, therefore I established a codebook for the purpose of organizing the 
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emergent themes.  If certain words, phrases or ideas surfaced on more than one response, 
I entered the code in the codebook along with the description and other text that might be 
used by respondents to describe the same phenomenon.  As more evaluations were read, 
code notes (memos) were added to the codebook along with more detailed descriptions 
and explanations of the themes as they emerged.  An example of the coding/memoing 
process is represented in Table 4.2. 
 
Table 4.2 
Example of Coding Process for Open-Ended Question about Impact of OCLI 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 Respondents’ Reflections            Researcher’s Coding 
 
(Underlined words in Respondents’ Reflections indicate rationale for annotation in Researcher’s Coding) 
 
(Middle School Language Arts Teacher) 
Slowed down - less emphasis on "covering" curriculum - Pacing 
and more intentional planning for exploring deeper    
meaning.  More group/partner sharing & discussion  - Building community 
embedded in lessons.    
    
(Middle School Science Teacher) 
More intentional about use and mentioning of thinking   
strategies.       - Intentionality of thinking strategies 
Time daily for communication logs.   - Pacing, communication logs 
More discussions with kids, creation of class expectations  - Building community, rituals, routines 
and follow through on those expectations,  
modeling of what group work should look like and sound  - Modeling 
like before gradually releasing that responsibility to them. - Gradual release of responsibility  
 
(Middle School Math Teacher) 
I have students reflect more in their journals.    - Journals 
They also share answers and explanations of them   - Building community, sharing 
with their neighbor to learn from or teach each other.     
I am releasing students gradually and expect them   - Gradual release of responsibility   
to take more of an ownership role in their work and     
learning. 
 
(High School Science Teacher) 
I now really think differently when I am planning a 
lesson.  I have tried to rethink some of the ways I  
instruct the students directly.  I have intentionally  
integrated a lot of note making and reading strategies.   - Intentionality of thinking strategies 
We have utilized a lot of visualizing, summarizing   
and monitoring for meaning techniques. 
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(Middle School Language Arts Teacher) 
After attending OCLI, I intentionally moved my thinking 
strategy posters to the front of the room, so that I can 
refer to them in my language.      - Intentionality of thinking strategies 
I changed my entire classroom structure.  I have for the 
last six years taught in rows because I don’t like chaos 
in the classroom.  I didn’t think groups would work well - Building community 
with my firm expectations.  After discussing our  
philosophies in teaching, however, I realized my class set-up    
didn’t match my philosophy.  I believe that students learn  
best from working together and that everyone has something  
to offer.  More minds are better than one mind.  After  
attending OCLI, I have sought out ways to include the -Gradual release of responsibility 
GRR approach in most teaching aspects of grammar  
and reading. 
 
(High School Language Arts Teacher) 
I time my activities differently so that students must think. -Pacing 
I use the gradual release model more often and  -Gradual release of responsibility 
deliberately.  I have really been working on questioning  
strategies so that my kids rely less on me and think for  
themselves.  I have been working on grouping and  -Building community 
building community.  It has been a very good experience. 
 
(High School Math Teacher) 
I have started using Math Journals everyday where  -Journals 
students do their warm-up (review problem from the  
previous day or review of background knowledge we will  
be using in the future.)  And at the end of class we spend  
5-10 minutes reflecting in our journals.  I am also asking  
more questions and answering their questions with other  
questions.  I am trying to be aware of the strategies and -Intentionality of thinking strategies 
intentionally use them. 
 
(Middle School Social Studies Teacher) 
OCLI taught me a lot about the specific implementation 
of thinking strategies.  Now, I intentionally build these into  -Intentionality of thinking strategies 
my lessons along with the language of the strategies. 
There is a level of intentionality that was not there prior to 
OCLI. 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
  
The codebook process resulted in the identification of ten repetitive themes.  I 
then reviewed the responses again, this time tallying the number of times each phrase was 
listed.  Using 10% as a reasonable cutoff for determining a true, emergent theme, this 
grounded theory analysis identified five key themes relevant to the impact of OCLI.  The 
following themes were consistently described by respondents as OCLI impacts on their 
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instructional practices:  1) intentionality of using thinking strategies, 2) working on 
building classroom community, 3) implementing GRR, 4) slowing down/pacing, and 5) 
using journals/communication logs.   
After identifying the themes, I engaged the assistance of a second reviewer, an 
educator familiar with the OCLI project and process.  Following a brief training on the 
five themes, which involved sharing some examples of the coding process, the second 
reviewer coded 33% of the raw response data.  Comparison of the second reviewer’s 
coding to my coding revealed agreement on 28 out of 33 themes identified for an inter-
rater reliability of 85%.  Of the five situations where disagreement occurred, the two 
conflicting themes that emerged were building classroom community and GRR.  For 
example, when a teacher responded, I’m giving kids more independence.  I’m okay with 
letting them struggle, I coded it as building community (creating a more student-centered 
environment, allowing discourse, debate and discussion).  However, the second reviewer 
interpreted the response as gradually giving students more responsibility and coded it as 
GRR.  A total of 147 occurrences of the five themes were identified on the written 
reflections (See Table 4.3).   
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Table 4.3 
Occurrences of Identified Themes in Post-Survey’s Written Reflections of OCLI 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
  Theme     Number of Occurrences                     
Intentionality of Using Thinking Strategies       56 
 
Working on Building Classroom Community      41 
 
Implementing GRR              29 
 
Slowing down/Pacing              11 
 
Using Journals/Communication Logs           10 
 _______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 Although no participant response was coded with all five themes, multiple themes 
were identified within many responses (See Figure 4.1) 
          
Figure 4.1  Frequency of Identified Themes in Participants’ Post-Survey Reflections of 
OCLI Impact 
 Only two of ninety-one responders indicated difficulties with 
implementation of the OCLI strands.  Both responses were from high school math 
teachers who suggested concerns with their students’ acceptance of change.  These two 
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responses represented one-third of the high school math teachers who participated in the 
OCLI experience. 
High school math teacher #1- After going through OCLI, I have tried to be more 
intentional about using different learning strategies and building community in 
my classroom.  I realize it is still a work in progress, as I am not satisfied with 
where my classes are at this point.  Building community has taken longer than I 
thought it would, as I believe the older students are set in their ways.  They have 
not taken to the new methods and it sometimes causes problems in getting them to 
attempt new ways of learning.  They sometimes rebel, which also causes more 
problems. 
 
High school math teacher #2 – I am using the math journal to activate 
background knowledge (or to assess it), reflect, or synthesize information.  I use 
questioning to get students to discover properties more intentionally.  This group 
of students has been very resistant to change and to thinking.  I’m hoping to 
implement more strategies at the beginning of the school year with a fresh group 
of students.  I am thinking about ways to get the students more involved and 
communicating with each other, but the attempts I have made at this have not 
been successful due to peer relationship. 
 
Participants’ written evaluations of OCLI.  At the end of the 3-day OCLI 
institute, participants were asked to evaluate their OCLI experience by completing a 
Building a Thinking and Learning Community Evaluation (See Appendix D).  A total of 
142 evaluations were analyzed using a grounded theory approach.  Responses to 
Questions 1 and 2 on the evaluation were analyzed jointly as both of them related to this 
study’s Research Question #1.  The analyzed questions inquired as to what participants 
would take away from OCLI, and how they intended to use the OCLI learnings in their 
classroom.  
In response to Question #1 of the Building a Thinking and Learning Community 
Evaluation – What will you take away from this institute that will better help you meet the 
needs of your students? – teachers consistently referred to the three OCLI strands and 
expressed their intention and importance of providing opportunities and time for students 
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to examine and share their thinking.  An example of the coding process is presented in 
Table 4.4. 
 
Table 4.4 
Example of Coding Process for Question #1 – Building a Thinking and Learning 
Community Evaluation 
 
Participants’ Response          Researcher’s Coding 
 
(Underlined words in Respondents’ Reflections indicate rationale for annotation in Researcher’s Coding) 
 
(Middle School Math Teacher) 
I have a better sense of the intentional preparation that  
is required to create the necessary sense of community.   -Work on building community  
    
(Middle School Social Studies Teacher) 
What a true community looks like within the classroom.   -Work on building community 
How to be intentional about what I do, the questions I ask,  -Intentionally use thinking strategies 
and initiating thinking.   
 
(High School Science Teacher) 
I know I will be working on building community and  -Work on building community 
release of responsibility pretty immediately in my   -Implement GRR 
classroom.  
 
(Middle School Language Arts Teacher) 
I will continue to build community and focus on student  -Work on building community 
thinking.  I will refocus myself on student-directed work 
 and allow more time for critical thought.    - Focus on student thinking 
 
(High School Social Studies Teacher) 
I need to have less me and more them in my classroom –  
when they interact they learn more.  Focus more on   -Provide opportunity for sharing 
process than product.  
 
(Middle School Related Arts Teacher) 
The importance of allowing students time to think and  -Focus on student thinking 
respond and validating their answers. The importance of  
sharing knowledge with others to improve upon your   -Provide opportunity for sharing 
own thoughts 
 
(Middle School ECE Teacher) 
Specific implementation strategies of promoting thinking -Intentionally use thinking strategies 
 in the classroom.  The importance of establishing  
community      -Work on building community 
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In response to Question #2 – How do you see yourself using thinking strategies, 
gradual release of responsibility and/or building community in your content area? – 
teachers reflected on the importance of intentionally using the thinking strategies, GRR 
and building community in their classrooms.  An example of the coding process is 
presented in Table 4.5. 
 
Table 4.5 
Example of Coding Process for Question #2 – Building a Thinking and Learning 
Community Evaluation 
 
Participants’ Response    Researcher’s Coding 
 
(Underlined words in Respondents’ Reflections indicate rationale for annotation in Researcher’s Coding) 
 
(Middle School Science Teacher) 
Thinking strategies will be intentionally discussed and  -Intentional use of thinking strategies 
referenced on a daily basis.  The community will be built  -Work on building community 
through the use of GRR (modeling, working with and  -Implement GRR 
then monitoring group work.) 
 
(High School Science Teacher) 
First I will use mini-lessons to review the thinking   -Intentional use of thinking strategies 
strategies and then keep coming back to them in all units.   
My new theme for the year and all units is now community. -Work on building community 
 
(Middle School Language Arts Teacher) 
I already use some of these strategies; however, I will now  
become intentional in using strategies and in building  -Intentional use of thinking strategies  
community.      -Work on building community 
 
(High School Language Arts Teacher) 
I plan on using communication sheets first to really see  -Journals/communication sheets 
how my students think about their thinking.  Then I want  
to start using the thinking strategies when reading text, -Intentional use of thinking strategies 
 intentionally use it by giving students a purpose for reading. 
 
(Middle School Social Studies Teacher) 
Intentionally using strategy vocabulary with students.  -Intentional use of thinking strategies 
Model more and release "work" to students after a  
positive learning community has been established.  -Work on building community 
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(High School Social Studies Teacher) 
Incorporating thinking strategies into class reflections  -Intentional use of thinking strategies  
and exit slips. Addressing community openly…asking  
students to be an active part of creating a positive   -Work on building community 
community. 
 
(Middle School Math Teacher) 
I really want my students to hold their thoughts (using -Intentional use of thinking strategies  
thinking strategies) so they can learn to monitor their own  
learning and tell where it breaks down. 
 
(High School Math Teacher) 
I see myself stating the purpose, using the thinking strategy  -Intentional use of thinking strategies 
language and expecting them to use it as well.  I also plan to  
build community from day 1    -Work on building community 
 
 
 
 
The responses to both questions (#1 and #2) of the Building a Thinking and 
Learning Community Evaluation were analyzed using a grounded theory approach.  
However since this process was completed after the grounded theory analysis of the post-
survey open-response question, I had a preconceived notion of what themes might 
emerge.  The same open coding process used with the reflection responses on the post-
surveys and found to be reliable, was used with the OCLI evaluation responses.  While 
using the grounded theory element of memoing, I grouped some of the less mentioned 
themes into larger categories as I thought some phrases were synonymous.  For example, 
participants indicated intent to convert their classes into a more student-centered 
environment.  After thoughtful consideration, I added those responses into the larger 
category of building classroom community as I felt they were parallel in meaning and 
intent.  Using 10% as the basis for significance, this grounded theory process identified 
four major themes that emerged from the evaluations.  Teachers indicated their intent to:  
1) be more intentional in the use of the thinking strategies and the vocabulary associated 
with thinking strategies, 2) work on building classroom community, 3) implement GRR, 
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and 4) work on slowing down the pacing of lessons.  A total of 266 instances of these 
four themes were identified in the evaluations (See Table 4.6) 
 
Table 4.6 
Occurrences of Identified Themes in Responses to Questions #1 and #2 – Building a 
Thinking and Learning Community Evaluation 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
                                Theme     Number of Occurrences                
 
Intentional Use of Thinking Strategies   106 
Work on Building Classroom Community   101 
Implement GRR        41 
Slowing Down/Pacing         18 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
  The identified themes were tallied to determine how many of the four themes 
were mentioned by each respondent (See Figure 4.2). 
 
 
Figure 4.2  Frequency of Themes Identified in OCLI Evaluations 
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Administrators’ observations versus participants’ post.  Classroom 
observation data were collected by administrators using the OCLI Walk-through 
Observation Form (See Appendix C) during 20 to 30 minute visits.  A total of 22 
classrooms were visited by three administrators who completed the observations 
simultaneously.  The observers collected data by scoring six statements about building 
classroom community, nine statements regarding implementation of thinking strategies 
and six statements describing implementation of GRR.  These statements were scored on 
a three-point implementation scale or n/a – not applicable to this observation.   
During such a brief classroom visit, observation of implementation of all thinking 
strategies, GRR and building community components is highly unlikely; therefore many 
statements on the form were scored as n/a (24%).  Since the coded n/a’s (missing data) 
resulted in excessive exclusions when computing Cronbach’s Alpha, I used a mean 
substitution approach to extrapolate the data.  A consequence of this substitution could be 
an artificial reduction of the variance, but because the missing data were generally an 
artifact of the short observation time and did not represent absence of a particular 
instructional strategy, I propose that this limitation is acceptable to avoid excluding 
overly much of the authentic data.  Cronbach’s Alpha was then computed on the thinking 
strategies (.85), GRR (.82) and building community (.21) components of the data.   
Since the low alpha on the six building community items indicated the identified 
statements did not operate as a unitary construct, I investigated the possibility of 
eliminating statements one-by-one from the overall construct by implementing the scale 
if item deleted reliability analysis.  The highest alpha from this process was obtained by 
deleting statement number two - Classroom is arranged in ways to accommodate large 
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group gatherings, small cluster and/or pair work as well as independent work.  The alpha 
value increased to .447, however, none of the items (if deleted) produced alpha values 
that would provide irrefutable evidence to support grouping the community building 
statements together.   
I then computed a factor analysis, but results did not show a strong factor loading 
pattern into multiple building community factors, and inspection of the building 
community statements produced no clear groupings.  The low sample size may have 
contributed to this low alpha calculation as Cronbach’s is sensitive to sample size. Since 
the building community statements could not be unquestionably justified as functioning 
as a unitary construct, and since the sample size could be considered a limitation to the 
study, any results based on this component of building classroom community should be 
interpreted with caution.  For the purpose of this analysis, I deleted building classroom 
community statement number two from the construct because of the substantial increase 
in alpha. 
Administrators’ observation scores of thinking strategy, GRR and classroom 
community implementation were compared to participants’ self-reported ratings using a 
repeated measures t-test.  Because the two instruments did not use the same rating scale 
(observation used 3-point, post-survey used 5-point), I incorporated linear interpolation 
using percent to maximum calculations to put both ratings on a comparable scale.  
Results of the t-test indicated no significant difference between administrators’ 
observations and participants’ self-reported implementation of thinking strategies (p = 
.192), GRR (p = .070) or building classroom community (p = .246).  
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Principals’ conversations with researcher.  After the observations at each 
school, I informally interviewed the middle school principals asking each of them to 
reflect on the largest OCLI impact they had noticed in teachers’ instructional practices 
within their building.  The interviews were unstructured and not recorded.  However, I 
captured the essence of these ten-minute conversations in my notes and used a grounded 
theory approach to analyze the results.  Although each principal at the four middle 
schools emphasized a different theme s/he had noticed in his/her building, the themes 
collectively were similar to those identified by the grounded theory analysis of the 
teacher’s open-response question on the post-survey.  Implementation of GRR, emphasis 
on building classroom community, use of journals/communication logs, and 
intentionality of using the thinking strategies were all themes that emerged from analysis 
of the notes. 
One principal indicated the biggest impact was the implementation of GRR.  The 
principal had noticed teachers were no longer lecturing and then proceeding directly to 
individual student work.  Instead, there was considerably more student discussion and 
debate occurring.  The principal at another school had noticed a change in the building 
classroom community efforts of the teachers in his school.  He indicated that several 
teachers had asked for tables instead of desks to accommodate student collaboration; and 
classroom walls, as well as hallways, were being filled with student work.  The third 
principal expressed that teachers in his building were using more formative assessments, 
in the form of student journals and communication logs, where students reflected on 
issues or demonstrated their understanding.  He had also noticed a change from teacher-
centered classrooms to student-centered classrooms.  Since I am the principal of the 
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fourth middle school, reflections from my observations were also included in the 
analysis.  A potential bias is possible in this reflection due to my deep involvement in the 
OCLI project and the study.  However, I noted that teachers were planning lessons with 
the thinking strategies in mind and were taking time to intentionally refer to the strategies 
during the lesson.  GRR was being implemented far more often, and communication logs 
and journals became common utilities in the classroom. 
Few principals would deny that in the complex world of education, most every 
initiative has its downsides as well as upsides.  Consequently, it was important to explore 
any negative impacts of OCLI as well as the positive.  In September, 2010, I posed the 
following question (via email) to the three middle school principals – What downsides of 
OCLI have you experienced?  Observed?  Heard about?   
Principal #1 - I haven’t heard many.  The biggest problem I’ve seen is 
maintaining the momentum once a teacher gets back to their room and continuing 
to refresh and keep them energized throughout the long school year.  The 
refresher last year helped but I think they, and I, would like to see more of that so 
that they can stay fresh in the ideas and continue to move forward. 
 
Principal #2 - The only thing that comes to mind is the turnover of teachers at 
each school and across the district.  When a teacher leaves, the replacement may 
or may not have any idea about OCLI.  So what happens if we only have 3 new 
teachers?  Would we have an entire institute?  That hasn't happened, but could in 
the future.  School size should be more of a factor in the organization of 
something this large.  I have teachers that have been "updated" but others who 
haven't even gone the first time, and they've been with me for all three years of 
OCLI.  To summarize - 200 teachers are going to be at different levels of training 
and understanding.  How do you account for those differences as the 
institute continues to grow?  Sustainability....maybe that's the word I'm looking 
for. 
 
Principal #3 - The only negative comment I can recall is that a teacher said " I 
already do these things I just don't call it the same thing".  Basically, a teacher 
who thinks she has done it all.  My response is that quality teachers recognize 
quality opportunities to learn, and OCLI is one of those.  
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These email responses indicated principals’ concerns with the issue of sustaining 
the OCLI impact especially with regard to the multi-levels of OCLI trainings their 
teachers had experienced.  Although sustainability of the OCLI impact was not directly 
related to the research questions of the OCLI study, it remains an issue that requires 
attention and subsequent action.  
Variance of OCLI Impact Across Teacher Characteristics – Research Question #2 
Research Question #2 investigated whether or not OCLI effects varied across 
teacher characteristics.  To address this question, three separate analyses were conducted.  
ANOVA and regression analyses were used to compare post-survey data to years 
experience, content area and school level (high vs. middle) of OCLI participants. 
Participants’ years experience versus post-surveys.  OCLI participants’ years 
experience ranged from 1 to 31 years, with 42% below 6 years.  The mean(SD) 
experience of participating teachers was 8.1(7.61) years.  To determine if OCLI effects 
varied across years of experience, linear regression and descriptive data were analyzed 
for patterns.  Participants were divided into four comparably-sized groups (See Table 
4.7).  
 
Table 4.7 
Frequency of Use of OCLI Components Disaggregated by Years Experience 
  Years Experience 
 
1 to 2          
n=18 
 
3 to 5          
n=15 
 
6 to 11          
n=14 
 
12 to 31     
n=18 
OCLI Component Mean(SD) 
Thinking Strategies 3.658(0.518) 
 
3.748(0.410) 
 
3.744(0.478) 
 
3.767(0.466) 
Gradual Release of Responsibility 3.667(1.150) 
 
4.100(0.737) 
 
3.964(0.865) 
 
3.667(0.858) 
Building Classroom Community 1.844(0.437) 
 
2.093(0.317) 
 
2.086(0.438) 
 
2.267(0.430) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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Results did not indicate an obvious relationship between years experience and 
implementation of thinking strategies or GRR.  However, the descriptive data showed the 
possibility of a relationship between years experience and building classroom 
community.  Although any linear regression computation based on 4 data points (4 years 
experience groups) would be tentative, the mean building community score was regressed 
on the years experience group as an exploratory analysis of a tentative relationship.  The 
correlation coefficient (r = .331) was found to be significantly different from zero (p = 
.007).  This suggested the possibility that a teacher’s years experience may interact with 
the ability to most strongly implement the building community component of OCLI.   
Participants’ content area versus post-surveys.  In response to Research 
Question #2, teachers’ responses on the post-surveys were analyzed by content area 
(mathematics, language arts, science and social studies).  Means and standard deviation 
of teachers’ frequency of implementation rating for each of the three components of 
OCLI were calculated and investigated (See Table 4.8).  Comparing the high to low of 
each component, the smallest difference was in thinking strategy implementation – 2% 
difference in means between mathematics and language arts teachers.  The largest 
difference appeared in building community – 16% difference in means between social 
studies and language arts teachers.  Thinking strategies and GRR were measured using a 
5-point scale while building community was measured using a 3-point scale.  Thinking 
strategy means of approximately 3.7 across content areas indicate that teachers, 
regardless of content area, perceived they implemented these strategies approximately 
once or twice a week (See Appendix A for rating scale).  The mean for GRR was slightly 
higher, although not statistically significant, and indicated that teachers perceived they 
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were implementing GRR two to three times a week.  Building classroom community 
ratings reflected a variance in means from approximately 1.9 to 2.2 indicating that 
teachers’ perceptions increased from need to strengthen to fairly strong at this. 
 
Table 4.8 
Frequency of Implementation Ratings by Content Area and OCLI Component 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
  
Thinking Strategies 
 
GRR 
 
Building 
Community 
Content Area Mean Std. Dev.   Mean Std. Dev.   Mean Std. Dev. 
Mathematics 3.6807 .45465 
 
4.118 1.0236 
 
2.124 .4931 
Language Arts 3.7476 .52895 
 
3.967 .9537 
 
2.160 .4154 
Science 
 
3.7187 .42886 
 
3.808 .8301 
 
2.023 .3940 
Social Studies 3.7357 .59194 
 
3.650 .8515 
 
1.860 .4477 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
ANOVA was used to determine if frequency of implementation of thinking 
strategies, GRR and building classroom community varied across teachers’ content area.  
ANOVA was conducted on each of the seven thinking strategies individually and as a 
combined unitary construct.  Results indicated no statistically significant difference in 
frequency of implementation between the content area groups for any of the ten outcomes 
(See Table 4.9).  
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Table 4.9 
Comparison of Frequency of Implementation by Content Area 
Strategy/Component  Mean(SD) Mean Range F Sig. 
Monitoring 3.736(0.871) 3.559
1
 - 3.950
4
 .573 .635 
Questioning 4.209(0.792) 3.900
4
 - 4.471
1
 1.173 .329 
Determining Importance 3.644(0.917) 3.454
3
 - 3.912
1
 .784 .508 
Synthesizing 3.482(0.694) 3.353
1
 - 3.654
3
 .786 .507 
Activating Background Knowledge 4.300(0.698) 4.192
3
 - 4.353
1
 .140 .935 
Making Inferences 3.509(0.836) 3.353
1
 - 3.667
2
 .370 .775 
Using Sensory Imaging 3.145(0.956) 2.765
1
 - 3.423
3
 1.498 .226 
Thinking Strategies Average 3.718(0.484) 3.681
1
 - 3.748
2
 .054 .983 
Gradual Release of Responsibility 3.918(0.922) 3.650
4
 - 4.118
1
 .610 .612 
Building Classroom Community
a 
2.062(0.443) 1.860
4
 - 2.160
2
 1.084 .364 
a
Measured on a 3-point scale.  Other strategies/components measured on a 5-point scale. 
1
Mathematics. 
2
Language Arts. 
3
Science. 
4
Social Studies 
 
 
Participants’ school level versus post-surveys.  To determine if changes in 
instructional practices differed between middle school teachers and high school teachers, 
a one-way ANOVA analysis was conducted in PASW.  A total of nineteen categories 
was compared – building classroom community as one construct and both highest class 
use and lowest class use for each of the seven thinking strategies, thinking strategies as a 
unitary construct and GRR.  Analysis was completed using both the standard criterion for 
significance (p < .05) and a conservative criterion (Bonferroni’s Correction).  Using 
Bonferroni’s Correction, p < .0026 (dividing .05 by 19), none of the nineteen tests were 
significant.  The overall thinking strategies score was no different for middle school 
teachers than high school teachers, F(1, 63) = .389, p = .535, nor did a difference exist 
between high school and middle school teachers for implementation of GRR, F(1, 63) = 
.018, p = .893 or building classroom community, F(1, 63) = 2.81, p = .099.  Using the 
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standard criterion, the strategies of synthesizing for high class use and activating 
background knowledge for both high and low class use reflected significant differences. 
Based on the five-point rating scale, middle school teachers’ mean(SD) rating on 
implementation of thinking strategies was 3.75(.48) while high school teachers’ rating 
was 3.67(.44).  Middle school teachers’ mean rating on GRR was 3.84(.89) compared to 
high school teachers’ rating of 3.81(1.0).  Based on the three-point rating scale for 
building classroom community, middle school teachers’ mean rating was 2.13(.45) while 
high school teachers’ rating was 1.93 (.35). 
Summary 
 This chapter used both quantitative and qualitative data analyses to investigate 
this study’s two research questions: 
1) What effect, if any, did OCLI have on participating teachers’ instructional 
practices with regard to implementation of the seven thinking strategies, gradual release 
of responsibility and building community in their classrooms?   
2)  How did OCLI effects vary across teacher characteristics – years experience, 
content area and school level (high vs. middle)? 
Based on the results (Table 4.1) comparing pre-post self-reports on the surveys, 
participants reported strong growth in implementing GRR, building classroom 
community and having students synthesize when they read.  Grounded theory analyses 
performed on OCLI evaluations as well as on the open-ended question of the post-OCLI 
surveys, echoed the positive OCLI impact on teachers’ practices regarding planning and 
implementing lessons that included thinking strategies, GRR and building classroom 
community.  Analyses of administrators’ classroom observations and principals’ informal 
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interviews also substantiated that OCLI had a significant impact on teachers’ 
instructional practices with regard to all three OCLI strands.  
No strong relationship surfaced between years experience and implementation of 
thinking strategies or GRR; however the data suggested the possibility of an interaction 
between years experience and the ability to implement the components of building a 
classroom community.  There was no significant difference in frequency of 
implementation between content area groups or between school levels for any of the three 
strands of OCLI. 
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CHAPTER 5 - DISCUSSION 
Introduction 
The rationale for undertaking this research study was to determine if a 
professional development initiative, the Oldham County Learning Institute (OCLI), had 
an impact on teachers’ instructional practices.  Analyses of the data presented in Chapter 
4 showed that teachers perceived OCLI had a positive influence on their classroom 
practices with regard to implementing thinking strategies, gradual release of 
responsibility (GRR) and building classroom community.  Analysis of data collected 
during classroom observations supported teachers’ perceptions of the positive OCLI 
impact.  This chapter provides a synopsis of the research findings and conclusions, 
presents a discussion of the study’s implications, addresses limitations, suggests 
recommendations for future research, and concludes with the researcher’s parting 
thoughts. 
Research Findings and Conclusions 
Research question #1. The primary research question guiding this study was:  
What effect, if any, did OCLI have on participating teachers’ instructional practices with 
regard to implementation of the seven thinking strategies, gradual release of 
responsibility and building community in their classrooms?  Quantitative and qualitative 
data were analyzed as a form of triangulation to strengthen the study’s findings.   
   As indicated in Chapter 4, teachers might implement thinking strategies more 
often with some classes than with others.  The surveys allowed teachers to differentiate 
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their implementation ratings based on the class they most often implemented strategies 
(high use class) and the class they least often utilized strategies (low use class).  If there 
were no differences in their implementation across their classes, teachers could rate both 
high-use and low-use classes equally.  
The results of the paired-samples t-test indicated that teachers perceived they 
were implementing GRR, building classroom community and the single thinking strategy 
of synthesizing more frequently after OCLI than before OCLI.  Using a standard 
significance criterion (p < .05) which avoids inflating the chance of a Type II error, GRR 
for both high and low-use classes as well as building classroom community reflected a 
significant increase of implementation. The individual thinking strategy of synthesizing 
for both highest and lowest class use was also found to be significantly different.  This 
should be considered encouraging as synthesizing is one of the higher levels of Bloom’s 
taxonomy indicating that teachers might be purposefully implementing higher levels of 
critical thinking into their lesson plans.   
The largest increase was found in GRR for lowest class use.  The mean increased 
from 2.9 to 3.7 indicating that teachers perceived their implementation of GRR to be less 
than once a week pre-OCLI and increased implementation to approximately twice a week 
post-OCLI.  GRR was a novel approach for many teachers, and after seeing GRR 
modeled throughout OCLI and during the Lab Classroom observations within their 
content areas, teachers might have felt comfortable with attempting this new approach in 
their classrooms. 
  Although analyses did not result in significant differences in all seven thinking 
strategies when analyzed individually, the analysis of the unitary set of thinking strategies 
89 
 
indicated that overall teachers had increased implementation of the strategies in their 
highest use classrooms to a greater extent than in their lowest use classrooms.  This result 
might imply that teachers found the thinking strategies to be too sophisticated for lower-
performing students to comprehend.  This is contrary to research that has consistently 
confirmed that students with reading and learning problems can learn metacognitive 
comprehension strategies, and that these strategies help students improve their 
understanding of text (Swanson & De La Paz, 1998).   
 Using a strict criterion (Bonferroni’s Correction), GRR for both high and low 
class use, building community, and synthesizing for high class use remained significantly 
different.  These results indicate that the GRR approach to instruction and building 
community correlates were perceived as being used notably more often post-OCLI than 
pre-OCLI.  These results might also imply that the one strategy of synthesizing resonated 
more strongly with teachers who more easily saw the instructional value of this approach 
while the other strategies were either less valued or more difficult to implement. 
 Even though the pre-post t-test results indicated a statistically significant 
difference between perceived implementation of GRR, building classroom community 
and the strategy of synthesizing, the effective meaningful difference between the two 
groups might not be an immediately recognizable difference in the classroom. The most 
pedagogically sound approach might reasonably be at the lower frequency depending on 
circumstances. 
 To support the quantitative findings, qualitative analyses were performed on the 
OCLI evaluations (immediately after the 3-day institute) and the OCLI reflections (last 
question on the post-OCLI survey).  The OCLI evaluations gave insight into teachers’ 
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intentions to implement the OCLI strands, while analysis of the OCLI reflections exposed 
whether or not those intentions were perceived as actualized in their classrooms several 
months later.  When analyzing teachers’ intentions (OCLI evaluations) and 
implementation (OCLI post-survey), four common themes emerged from the evidence:  
1) intentional use of thinking strategies, 2) increased use of GRR, 3) implementation of 
building classroom community strategies, and 4) slowing down the pace of the lessons in 
order to allow students time to process their thinking.  For clarification, the pre/post-
OCLI surveys provided an opportunity for respondent to differentiate between the seven 
individual thinking strrategies.  T-test analysis, performed on the pre/post survey data, 
supported statistical significance (p < .0026) only in perceived implementation of the 
single strategy of synthesizing.  The qualitative data, however, did not differentiate 
between the individual strategies and therefore the results were reported on thinking 
strategies as a unitary set.   
Out of ninety-one responses to the OCLI post-survey question regarding the 
impact of OCLI on their instructional practices, fifty respondents indicated they were 
intentionally using thinking strategies, forty-one respondents specified working on 
building classroom community and twenty-nine indicated they had implemented GRR.  
In general, the grounded theory analyses conducted on the open-ended question on the 
post-OCLI surveys additionally supported that OCLI did have a perceived impact on 
teachers’ instructional practices.  Teachers indicated that they were taking time to plan 
lessons to intentionally include thinking strategies and the use of GRR, and teachers 
perceived they were implementing in their own classrooms the community building 
strategies that had been modeled for them in the Lab Classrooms.   
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 Only two of the ninety-one responses to the open-ended question indicated some 
degree of difficulty in managing the implementation of the OCLI themes.  These two 
responses were from high school math teachers and represented one-third of the total 
number of high school math teachers who experienced OCLI.  These two teachers 
indicated concerns with their students’ acceptance of change which might imply that 
successful implementation of the OCLI strands in high school math classes might take 
additional time.  Math students have been habituated with working problems - plugging 
numbers into a formula - and are not accustomed to being asked to think about their 
solutions and the rationale behind their calculations.  Perhaps with consistent practice and 
use of the three OCLI strands across all Oldham County school levels; students will 
become more comfortable with sharing their thinking through communication and 
collaboration with others.    
The consistent themes that emerged from the grounded theory analyses of the 
OCLI evaluations and the open-ended post-OCLI survey question were encouraging as 
teachers’ intentions (immediately after completing staff development) often do not 
translate into sustained implementation.  Even when teachers intially accept the concepts 
of change, they do not always maintain fidelity to the concepts in the classroom (El-
Dinary, 1994; Pressley, 2002).  Pressley and El-Dinary suggested several reasons, 
including inability to connect new ideas with old standbys, feelings of inadequacy to 
implement the new learning, lack of support, concern that new strategies may not have 
positive impact on students, and a fear of sharing control with students.  The results 
concluded from the qualitative analyses of the post-OCLI surveys supported the 
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implication that teachers implemented thinking strategies, GRR and classroom 
community over a sustained period of time. 
Analysis of the administrators’ classroom observation data in the OCLI study 
triangulated well with the results of the teachers’ post-surveys regarding the three OCLI 
strands.  As reported in Chapter 4, results comparing administrators’ observations and 
teachers’ self-ratings of implementation of the three OCLI strands were statistically 
indistinguishable.  This substantially strengthened confidence in the validity of the 
teacher self-reported results discussed above.  According to Banta and Sapp (2010), 
teachers frequently associate their quality of instruction to the time and effort they spend 
preparing and delivering instruction, which can result in artificially high self-ratings.  
Comparisons of principals’ ratings to teachers’ self-ratings have shown that over-inflation 
of self-ratings tends to be especially true for lower-performing teachers (Banta & Sapp, 
2010; Kruger & Dunning, 1999).  However, in this study external observation data 
supported the fact that teachers were noticably incorporating the OCLI strands in their 
classrooms, providing evidence that teachers’ self-ratings were not inflated. 
The unstructured principal interviews provided another independent external 
window into the impact of OCLI on teachers’ instructional practices.  Torff & Sessions 
(2005) argued that principals are in the perfect position to assess teachers’ instructional 
practices in their schools because: 1) principals receive input on teacher performance 
through ongoing contact with teachers, students, parents and co-teachers, 2) principals 
observe teachers’ classrooms as part of their job responsibilities, 3) principals have 
access to standardized test results of students in teachers’ classrooms, 4) principals are 
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trained to evaluate personnel as part of their licensure and certification requirements, and 
5) principals have substantial authority for the hiring and firing of teachers.   
Although informal conversations with the Oldham County principals confirmed 
some degree of impact in all three OCLI strands, when interviewed about the most 
notable impact of OCLI within their building, the three middle school principals 
(excluding me) highlighted a different theme.  One principal had observed a notable 
increase in GRR while another observed added emphasis on building classroom 
community.  The third principal noted a marked increase in formative assessments, such 
as communication logs and journals where students reflected on their learning.  Although 
my familiarity and involvment with OCLI might have represented a biased reflection, I 
noted that teachers were intentionally planning and implementing lessons that 
incorporated thinking strategies.  Additionally I noted that GRR and formative 
assessments were being used more frequently in classrooms at EOMS.  The different 
responses from principals may have been a reflection of the neighborhood and population 
each school served.  For example, as schools met on the last day of the OCLI institute to 
map out plans for implementing the OCLI strands, the school that serves Oldham 
County’s most affluent community chose to make a unified, school-wide focus on 
building classroom community, an area that would be substantially appreciated and 
supported by their parent population.  Collectively, however,  the four middle school 
principals echoed three of the four themes teachers had self-reported in their reflections 
of OCLI.  Principals had not noticed the theme of slowing down the pacing of lessons 
that teachers had self-reported as both an intention (immediately after OCLI) as well as 
an impact (post-OCLI survey).  However, the triangulation of data substantiated that all 
94 
 
three strands of OCLI – thinking strategies, GRR and building classroom community 
were, in fact, being implemented in classrooms within their buildings. The only concern 
voiced by the principals was how to sustain the OCLI impact within their schools over an 
extended period of time. 
Research question #2.  The secondary research question posed in this study was:   
How did OCLI effects vary across teacher characteristics – years experience, content area 
and school level (high vs. middle)?  These three mediating variables were analyzed using 
quantitative methods. 
 Years experience.  Results of analyses on years experience indicated that the 
OCLI strands of thinking strategies and GRR were implemented equally across 
groupings.  The mediating variable of years experience was divided into four groups: 1-2 
years, 3-5 years, 6-11 years and 12-31 years. Teacher ratings for implementation of 
thinking strategies reflected only a minimal difference in the mean across all four groups.  
The mean for thinking strategies varied from 3.7 to 3.8 indicating that teachers perceived 
they were implementing thinking strategies on average between one and three times a 
week regardless of years experience.  Although not statistically significant, a larger 
variance was noted in the teacher ratings for GRR.  The means varied from 3.7 to 4.1.  
These results imply that novice and veteran teachers alike were successful in transferring 
these two aspects of OCLI to classroom instructional practices.   
Building classroom community, however, is a multi-faceted, complex strand.  
Implementation of this strand involves not only knowledge of what to do and how to do 
it, but a confidence that new teachers may not implicitly possess during their first years of 
teaching.  Based on the results displayed in Table 4.7, the biggest obstacle may be 
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realized in the first two years of teaching which might suggest that newer teachers are 
still struggling with the countless initial skills needed to survive in the classroom, i.e. 
writing lesson plans, creating classroom management systems, managing homework 
logistics, etc.  Building a classroom community is an important aspect of teaching, and it 
is reasonable to think that new teachers (2 years or less) could benefit from additional 
training on building community that could deepen and strengthen their instructional 
practices.  Building community in schools has been shown to improve student motivation 
and behavior and develop social and emotional competencies (Solomon, Battistich, 
Watson, Schaps, & Lewis, 2000), but there is virtually no research that provides proven 
methods to help young teachers learn how to establish community in their classrooms.  
 Content area.  Results of the data analysis by content area suggested that OCLI 
was equally implemented across all content areas.  The mean frequency rating across the 
four content areas - mathematics, language arts, science and social studies - was constant 
at 3.7 for thinking strategies, varied from 3.7 to 4.1 for GRR, and ranged from 1.9 to 2.2 
for building classroom community.  ANOVA calculations indicated no significant 
differences in any of the three areas across content areas. These results were very 
encouraging as one might expect higher implementation in language arts classes given 
the connection between thinking strategies and reading comprehension strategies as 
described in Chapter 1.  This result could be due to the fact that teachers were provided 
opportunities to observe thinking strategies in action in content-specific classrooms as 
well as interact in problem-solving situations with other teachers who taught the same 
content.  Cohen and Hill (2001) found that teachers whose training focused directly on 
the content they taught were the ones who adopted practices taught in their professional 
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development and transferred those practices to the classroom.  Garet et al (2001) 
confirmed that teachers were more likely to change their instructional practices when 
their professional development linked directly to their daily experiences. 
 School level (high versus middle school).  With a standard significance criterion 
that avoids inflating the type II error (p < .05), the strategies of synthesizing for high use 
classes and activating background knowledge for high and low use classes were the only 
two areas of significant differences between high school and middle school data.  The use 
of synthesizing was higher at the high school level while the use of activating background 
knowledge was higher at the middle school level.  This might suggest that teachers 
considered synthesizing a more complex strategy that was better suited for older students, 
whereas activating background knowledge might be more elementary and easily 
implemented in lower grades.  
Using a conservative criterion (Bonferroni’s Correction), an ANOVA analysis 
indicated that OCLI was equally effective for middle and high school teachers alike.  No 
significant differences in implementation were discovered across the school levels in any 
of the nineteen categories.  The Lab Classrooms observed during OCLI were all middle 
school classrooms which the OCLI Planning Team thought might result in a point of 
contention for the high school teachers.  However, the analysis results imply that it may 
not be necessary for high school teachers to observe high school classrooms or interact 
with only high school level teachers in order to translate the strategy learning into 
practice.  This result is in contrast to research that implied effective professional 
development programs should focus on educators from the same school, department or 
grade level (Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, Yoon, 2001; Hawley & Valli, 1996). 
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General Implications of the OCLI Study 
The findings from this study have implications that should interest teachers, 
school administrators, district professional development coordinators and college 
personnel who oversee pre-service teachers’ educational programs.  Preparing students 
with 21
st
 century skills is an important issue in schools today (Fisch, McLeod & 
Brenman, 2006; Jerald, 2009; Jolly, 2006, Matsushima, 2010; Partnership for 21
st
 
Century Skills, 2008; Salpeter, 2008), and OCLI was designed to help provide students 
with those skills.  According to the Oldham County Board of Education District Goals 
(2010), to prepare students for the 21
st
 century, educators must first provide teachers with 
the knowledge and skills necessary to infuse critical thinking, creativity, collaboration 
and communication in their classrooms. The findings of this study imply that OCLI 
transformed classrooms into environments where the teacher was no longer the sage on 
the stage, but became the guide on the side, allowing students to take ownership of their 
learning by collaborating and communicating with others, using higher order thinking 
skills and promoting creativity when solving problems.  If students can master the four 
C’s, along with the three R’s, they should be well prepared for the 21
st
 century. 
(Partnership for 21
st
 Century Skills, 2007). 
This study provided research to substantiate that OCLI was successful in making 
a perceived impact on teachers’ instructional practices.  Based on the qualitative analysis 
of the OCLI evaluations, after only three days of training, participants immediately 
recognized the value of OCLI and expressed their intentions to implement the three OCLI 
strands.  Several months later, post-survey and observation data supported that the OCLI 
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strands were being implemented and integrated into the normal practice of participating 
teachers indicating that these teachers had, in fact, carried out their intentions. 
Providing teachers with: 1) high-quality models of exemplary instruction from 
within the school district, 2) release time for Lab Classroom observations, and 3) 
opportunities for collegial discussions and support are effective and lower-cost 
alternatives to bringing in highly-paid consultants or sending teachers to expensive 
conferences.  These features of OCLI align well with the attributes of Adult Learning 
Theory as well as research supporting highly effective professional development.  
Haslam and Seremet (2001) determined that high quality professional development: 1) 
focused on content-specific knowledge and pedagogy, 2) engaged teachers as active 
learners, 3) provided learning opportunities that are embedded in the daily work of 
teachers, and 4) was based on research and examples of best practices.  These four 
characteristics, embedded in OCLI,  parallel much of what is known about how adults 
learn.  Adult learning theory centers on the idea that adults learn best when they converse 
with others about their life experiences and relate those experiences to the learning 
process. Teachers appreciate, and are willing learners, when they are given the 
opportunity and time to observe and collaborate with their peers (Birman, Desimone, 
Porter & Garet, 2000; Hawley & Valli, 1996; Kent & Lingman, 2000; Loucks-Horsley, 
Stiles & Hewson, 1996). 
Plausible Threats to Validity & Limitations 
Validity has been broadly defined as the “truth of, or correctness of, or degree of 
support for an inference” (Shadish, Cook & Campbell, 2002, p. 513).  As is true with all 
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studies, researchers strive to overcome limitations that affect a study and are laden with 
the responsibility of identifying potential threats to the validity of the study’s results.   
Plausible threats to the validity of the OCLI study include the Superintendent’s 
public proclamation of OCLI as the best professional development Oldham County 
teachers have ever experienced.  Comments from the principals’ interviews and teachers’ 
responses on evaluations and post-survey open-ended questions could have been 
influenced by the superintendent’s comments causing teachers and principals to be 
reluctant to express negativity about an initiative so highly touted by someone of 
authority.  This situation could raise some validity concerns regarding the trustworthiness 
of taking principals’ and teachers’ comments at face value.  Teachers and principals 
might have felt compelled to uphold the superintendent’s public proclamation of the 
benefit and worth of OCLI by echoing the superintendent’s positive comments as their 
own.    
Another possible threat to validity could have been my role as researcher and 
principal of EOMS.  Since I served in an authoritarian role over one-fourth of the middle 
school participants, it is possible that my position had an impact on teachers’ perception 
ratings.  The possibility exists that EOMS teachers might have chosen to appease or 
impress me because of my direct supervisory role.  Additionally, my dual role as 
principal and researcher could have been a threat to the validity of the observation data 
and the grounded theory process.  However, attempts to control for researcher bias were 
implemented in the form of associate checks, establishment of inter-rater reliability and 
triangulation of data. 
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  A third plausible threat to validity involves triangulation of data.  Triangulating 
the data collected through observations, surveys, principal interviews and evaluations 
helped to strengthen the validity of the study’s results.  However, mono-method bias 
could be considered a threat with regard to high school data.  High school results were 
based solely on the data collected on the post-OCLI surveys and evaluations.  Classroom 
observations and principal interviews were completed in middle school settings only and 
therefore high school observation and interview data were not available or analyzed. 
 A distinct limitation of the study might be found in the observation data.  
Although the data were collected and compared to teachers’ perceptions of increase in 
implementation, no pre-OCLI observation data were collected.  The collected and 
analyzed observation data confirmed teachers’ perceptions that the impact of OCLI was 
apparent in increased implementation of the three OCLI strands.  However, the 
triangulated results were only compared to teachers’ perceptions; baseline observation 
data were not collected prior to OCLI.  To improve any future study of OCLI, the 
following suggestions are recommended:  1) include pre- and post-OCLI observation 
data, 2) obtain observation data from a variety of evaluators – administrators, co-teachers, 
external evaluators,  3) include and record teacher interviews, and 4) include and record 
student interviews.  This additional data could add much stronger evidence, as well as 
fresh insights, into the impact of OCLI on instructional practices. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Future research might examine the impact of active learning professional 
development institutes, such as OCLI, on student achievement.  Although time intensive, 
this type of research is greatly needed and could add significantly to the field of research.  
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Longitudinal research in this area should include outcome measures such as standardized 
tests and criterion-referenced tests that assess comprehension of various text genres 
across content areas, as well as assessments of critical thinking skills and creativity.  
 Classroom community is another area where future research is needed.  The 
results of the OCLI study implied that apprentice teachers could use additional training 
on building classroom community, yet there is scant research that supports what specific 
correlates are of utmost importance to the establishment of a positive classroom 
environment.  The study’s results also implied that teachers are focused on building a 
sense of community within their classrooms.  Future research seeking students’ 
perceptions of the classroom environment could be useful in determining specific 
community-building correlates that ultimately result in improving student achievement.  
Future research in the area of building classroom community could lead to effective and 
practical trainings for pre-service teachers and high-quality professional development for 
newly-hired teachers as well as provide guidance and structured direction for veteran 
teachers who might need to revitalize their classrooms. 
Researcher’s Concluding Thoughts 
 Based on the results of this study, the 3-day professional development institute, 
OCLI, had a significant impact on instructional practices in Oldham County schools.  
However, it is important to note that OCLI, by itself, is not a silver bullet capable of 
solving all instructional practice woes.  Teachers who attended OCLI received a great 
deal of additional support once they returned to their classrooms.  Besides having trained 
literacy coaches in every school, teachers also had collaborative teams of co-teachers 
with which to share their successes and concerns.  In-house lab classrooms have been 
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established at each Oldham County middle school and no less than two observations 
(with pre- and post-briefing sessions) are a requirement of every middle school teacher.  
This type of follow-up is supported by adult learning theory and highly effective 
professional development research (Haslam & Seremet, 2001).  
In response to the OCLI evaluations where teachers reflected a need for additional 
time with content and grade level peers, the Oldham County School District took OCLI a 
step further.  OCLI Connection, a half-day seminar, was implemented during the 2009-10 
school year, and is scheduled to become an annual event.  Participants, identified by 
OCLI session, are brought back together to meet in grade level content areas and discuss 
the OCLI strands and share ideas of how to plan and implement lessons that incorporate 
the seven thinking strategies, GRR and building classroom community.  Educators at all 
levels value opportunities to work together, reflect on their practices, exchange ideas, and 
share strategies, but it is equally important that these collaborative opportunities be 
structured and purposeful (Guskey, 2003).  This on-going, annual opportunity for 
reflection and discussion will help sustain the benefits provided to teachers by the initial 
OCLI experience.   
 Although this OCLI study is completed, the OCLI project continues to grow 
quickly in the Oldham County School District.  Two offerings of OCLI are scheduled for 
September and October 2010 as well as the subsequent OCLI Connections during the 
winter of 2011.  The literacy coaches at the Oldham County high schools are in the 
process of developing their own version of OCLI that meets the needs of advanced high 
school students while the middle school literacy coaches will continue to improve upon 
103 
 
the middle school version.  District support of this initiative has been extremely important 
to the success of the OCLI project. 
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       Adapted from "PEBC Classroom Look For's--External Observer Version” 
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Appendix D 
 
 
 
Building a Thinking and Learning Community Evaluation 
 
 
 
1) What will you take away from this institute that will better help you  
  meet the needs of your students? 
 
 
 
2)      How do you see yourself using thinking strategies, gradual release  
         of responsibility and/or building community in your content area? 
 
 
 
3)     What follow-up and/or resources are needed to increase your  
         knowledge or your ability to implement additional strategies? 
 
 
 
4)      How could the sessions be improved to better meet the needs of  
         the participants? 
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Appendix E 
 
Sample Lab Classroom Host Letter 
Dear Colleagues, 
 
 Thank you for coming to visit our classroom!  In order to help you get to “know” 
our class and where we are, I would like to share a few bits of information with you.  Let 
me just say my first period group of students is a terrific group of kids.  Though we have 
only been in school for five weeks, the kids and I already have a great relationship, and I 
am already quite attached to them! 
 
 As a facilitator of their learning, I have been working on establishing a warm, safe 
atmosphere within the classroom.  This school year I have tried to change “MY” 
classroom to include a greater sense of “OUR” classroom.  We began working on this 
from the very first day of school.  We have established classroom rules and guidelines for 
collaboration together.  This has been an “aha” moment for me this year, as I have 
noticed that the students seem to be more influenced by rules and guidelines they, 
themselves, created than in past years when I simply informed the students of my rules.  
Classroom community has always been important to me; however, this year I have tried 
to intentionally implement more strategies to enhance that community to make it more 
conducive to thinking and learning. 
 
 One of my goals is for students to feel free to share their ideas and know that their 
thinking will always be respected.  Students know that they, as well as their thoughts and 
ideas, are valued by me.  Students are in the process of learning how to show that they 
also “value” each other’s thoughts and ideas.  A second goal of mine is to have students 
always thinking, documenting their thinking, and then asking themselves questions.  
Though I have always had the students use a “Journal” I am trying new strategies this 
year that provide students with the opportunity to document more of their own ideas, 
thinking, connections and questions.  It has been a learning process for me as well as the 
students. 
 
 The third goal of mine that I will share is to have the kids engaged in their own 
learning.  Keeping them engaged and focused on the activity or topic is very important to 
me; the only way to do that is to have an engaging classroom environment, with built-in 
accountability checks.  I have tried to establish these “checks” in many ways, which 
include “noticings and wonderings”, “class observation sheets”, “communication sheets” 
and having the students frequently “self-assess.” 
 
 Please understand I am by no means an expert at anything and am in the process 
of trying new strategies daily.  Some days are great experiences for both the kids and me; 
we have a great time, and we all learn something new.  There are many other days I ask 
myself, “What would have created a better learning opportunity?”  That is the beauty of 
this profession for me, I never stop learning, and each day brings a new experience.  
Thank you for coming to visit our classroom.  I hope you enjoy your time with us. 
 
Best regards, 
123 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CURRICULUM VITAE 
 
 
NAME: Lynda Emery Redmon 
 
ADDRESS: 2900 Brownsboro Vista Drive 
  Louisville, KY  40242 
 
DOB:  Louisville, KY – July 8, 1951 
 
 
EDUCATION & TRAINING: 
 
   Jefferson Community College 
1986-1988 
 
B.S., Mathematics 
   University of Louisville 
   1988-1990 
 
   M.Ed., Secondary Education 
   University of Louisville 
 
 
EDUCATIONAL PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE: 
 
 Principal, East Oldham Middle School 
 2004 to Present 
 
 Associate Principal, Oldham County Middle School 
 1999 – 2004 
 
 Assistant Principal, Oldham County Middle School 
 1998 – 1999 
 
 Teacher, 8th Grade Math, Pre-Algebra and Algebra, Oldham 
County Middle School 
 1990 - 1998 
 
 
 
 
124 
 
 
 
 
 
AWARDS: High Distinction for Academic Achievement 
Jefferson Community College 
 
Carol Layne Memorial Scholarship 
Jefferson Community College 
 
Samuels’ Family Scholarship 
University of Louisville 
 
 
PROFESSIONAL SOCIETIES:  
 
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development 
 
Kentucky Association of Secondary School Principals 
 
National Association of Secondary School Principals 
 
   Kentucky Middle School Association 
 
National Middle School Association 
 
 
NATIONAL MEETING PRESENTATIONS:  
 
Schools-to-Watch Conference 
Washington, D.C. 
July 2010 
 
 
INVITED PRESENTATIONS:  
 
Kentucky Middle School Association 
September 2009 
 
SACS/AdvancED Kentucky School Improvement Conference 
November 2008 
 
  
